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S U M M A R Y
I
1
T his t h e s i s  u nd ertak es to  examine c r i t i c a l l y  th e  n o tio n s  
o f  tra n scen d en ce  in  c e r ta in  r e cen t t h e o lo g ie s  and p h ilo so p h ie  
and to  compare and c o n tr a s t  them w ith  B ib l i c a l  te a c h in g  con­
cern in g  th e  tra n scen d en ce  o f  God. Seven r e c e n t  th e o lo g ie s  
and p h ilo so p h ie s  are ch osen , and th e y  are p resen ted  in  fou r  
s e c t io n s  * In  s e c t io n  on e, two o n to lo g ic a l  t h e o lo g ie s  are  
s tu d ie d — th o se  o f  E. L. M asca ll and Paul T i l l i c h ;  in  s e c t io n  
tw o, two e x i s t e n t i a l i s t  p h ilo s o p h ie s  are t r e a te d — th o se  o f  
Karl Jasp ers and Jean -P au l S a r tr e ; and in  s e c t io n  th r e e ,  two 
e x p e r ie n t ia l  t h e o lo g ie s  are in v e s t ig a t e d - - t h o s e  o f  R udolf 
O tto and M artin Buber. To each o f  th e s e  th e o lo g ia n s  or 
p h ilo so p h e r s  we ad d ress th r e e  q u e s t io n s :  (1 ) How does h is  
approach to  th e o lo g y  or p h ilo sop h y  a r r iv e  a t ,  or f a i l  to  
a r r iv e  a t ,  th e  co n cep tio n  o f  a tra n scen d en t God? (2 ) How 
does h is  t h e o lo g ic a l  or p h ilo s o p h ic a l  p o s it io n  a llo w  or pro­
h ib i t  h is  knowing and sp eak in g  about a tra n scen d en t God?
(3 ) What does h is  n o tio n  o f  tran scen d en ce  seek  to  ex p ress  and 
safegu ard  in  th e  co n cep tio n  o f  God?
In s e c t io n  fo u r  an in v e s t ig a t io n  i s  made o f  K arl Heim^s 
p r e se n ta t io n  o f  th e  d o c tr in e  o f  God s^ tran scen d en ce*  In t h i s  
treatm en t two q u e s t io n s  are e s p e c ia l ly  co n sid ered : ( l )  How 
can one m e a n in g fu lly  and h o n e s t ly  co n c e iv e  o f  a tra n scen d en t  
God? (2 ) How can one ex p ress  th e  n o tio n  o f  a God who i s ,  a t
th e  same t im e , tra n scen d en t and om nipresent?
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In s e c t io n  f i v e  a stu d y  i s  made o f  th e  Logos d o c tr in e  o f  
th e  Fourth G ospel. Here, two approaches are em ployed. F ir s t  
th e  Logos d o c tr in e  i s  t r e a te d  as a C h r is to lo g ic a l  elem ent o f  
th e  t h e s i s ,  i . e .  an attem pt i s  made to  determ ine what under­
sta n d in g  o f  God’s tran scen d en ce  i s  to  be found in  th e  Logos 
G h r is to lo g y  o f  th e  Fourth E v a n g e lis t .  In th e  second p la c e ,  
th e  Logos d o c tr in e  i s  t r e a te d  as an e x p r e s s io n , from th e  
p o s it io n  o f  f a i t h ,  not o n ly  o f  th e  r e la t io n  betw een God and 
th e  In carn ate  L ogos, but a ls o  between God and th e  w orld . Thi 
means th a t  th e  work o f  t h i s  s e c t io n  i s  d ir e c te d  tow ards f in d i  
out what th e  Logos G h r is to lo g y  means as w e l l  as tow ards th e  
sta tem en t o f  i t s  im p lic a t io n s  fo r  th e  d o c tr in e  o f  God’s 
tra n scen d en ce , and t h i s  meaning and s ig n i f ic a n c e  i s  then  used  
as a standard  by which to  Judge th e  e x p r e ss io n s  o f  tran scen d e  
in  th e  t h e o lo g ie s  and p h ilo so p h ie s  which are p r e v io u s ly  s tu d i  
In  s e c t io n  s i x  an attem pt i s  made to  a r r iv e  a t a c le a r  
u nd erstan d in g  o f  what th e  d o c tr in e  o f  th e  tra n scen d en ce  o f  
God seek s  t o  sa fegu ard  and e x p r e s s . To t h i s  end a c o n s id é r â t  
i s  made o f  what each th e o lo g y  and p h ilo sop h y  s tu d ie d  seek s to  
sa fegu ard  and e x p r e ss , and th e  su c c e ss  or f a i lu r e  o f  each i s  
Judged by th e  standard  e s ta b l is h e d  in  s e c t io n  f i v e .  The meth 
by which th e s e  c o n c lu s io n s  are reached  i s  a d is c u s s io n  o f  key  
q u e s t io n s  which a r is e  in  th e  cou rse  o f  th e  in v e s t ig a t io n ,  and 
broadly sp ea k in g , th e s e  q u e s t io n s  may be grouped in to  th e
th r e e  more em bracing q u e s tio n s  which were ad d ressed  to  each
th e o lo g ia n  or p h ilo sop h er*  (1 ) How does one a r r iv e  a t th e  
r e a l i t y  or c o n v ic t io n  o f  a tran scen d en t God? (2 ) How can 
a tra n scen d en t God be p resen t to  men, and how can one know 
and speak o f  a tra n scen d en t God? (3 ) What does th e  id ea  o f  
tran scen d en ce  seek  t o  ex p ress  and sa fegu ard  in  th e  n atu re  
o f  God?
T his t h e s i s  in v e s t ig a t e s  th e  d o c tr in e  o f  God in  term s o f  
o n to lo g y  and in  term s o f  God’s p resen ce and a c t i v i t y  in  th e  
w orld , and a r r iv e s  a t th e  c o n c lu s io n  th a t  any adequate t r e a t ­
ment o f  God’s tran scen d en ce  must acknowledge th e  im portance  
o f  both a sp e c ts*  I t  con clu d es th a t  e x p r e ss io n s  such as  
’B e i n g - i t s e l f ’ and ’T ran scen d en ce’ are le g i t im a te  and n e c e s ­
sa ry  in  p r e se n tin g  God as q u a l i t a t iv e ly  tra n scen d en t o f  a l l  
b e in g s , w h ile  a t th e  same tim e i t  con clu d es th a t  a b alanced  
d o c tr in e  o f  God’s tran scen d en ce  must a llo w  fo r  th e  r e a l i t y  
o f  God’s o u t-g o in g  and s e l f - g iv i n g  a c t io n ,  which th e  C h r is t ia i  
s e e s  suprem ely execu ted  and re v e a le d  in  t h e  In ca rn a tio n  o f  
Jesu s C h rist*
THE NOTION OF TRANSCENDENCE IN SELECTED RECENT 
THEOLOGIES AND PHILOSOPHIES
A THESIS IN SYSTEMATIC THEOLOGY
Suibmitted t o  th e  F a cu lty  o f  D iv in ity  o f  th e  
U n iv e r s ity  o f  Glasgow fo r  th e  d egree o f  
D octor o f  P h ilosop h y
by
James Iv ey  Warren., J r .
P R Ë F A C Ë
The purpose o f  t h i s  t h e s i s  i s  to  exam ine c r i t i c a l l y  
th e  n o tio n s  o f  tran scen d en ce  in  c e r ta in  r e c e n t t h e o lo g ie s  
and p h ilo so p h ie s  and to  compare and c o n tr a s t  them w ith  
B ib l ic a l  te a c h in g  con cern in g  th e  tran scen d en ce  o f  God.
Seven r e c e n t t h e o lo g ie s  and p h ilo so p h ie s  are  chosen  and 
th e y  are p resen ted  in  fo u r  s e c t io n s .  Each o f  th e  f i r s t  
th r e e  s e c t io n s  undertakes t o  in v e s t ig a t e  two system s* T his  
d iv is io n  i s  employed not o n ly  in  order to  show s i m i l a r i t i e s  
and d i f f e r e n c e s  between th e  two th e o lo g ia n s  or p h ilo so p h e rs  
o f  each s e c t io n ,  but a ls o  t o  p o in t out th e  e s s e n t i a l  isssues  
in v o lv e d . S e c t io n  fo u r  d i f f e r s  from th e  f i r s t  th r e e  in  
th a t  i t  t r e a t s  p r im a r ily  th e  ex p re ss io n  o f  th e  d o c tr in e  
o f  tran scen d en ce  and in  th a t  i t  t r e a t s  th e  w r it in g s  o f  on ly  
one th e o lo g ia n . In th e  f i f t h  s e c t io n  an in v e s t ig a t io n  o f  
th e  Logos G h r is to lo g y  and i t s  s ig n i f ic a n c e  fo r  th e  d o c tr in e  
o f  th e  tran scen d en ce  o f  God i s  undertaken , and in  th e  s ix t h  
section an attem pt i s  made t o  ev a lu a te  th e  s e le c t e d  t h e o lo g ie s  
and p h ilo s o p h ie s  as regard s t h e ir  s u c c e s s e s  and f a i lu r e s  in  
sa feg u a rd in g  and e x p r e ss in g  th e  tran scen d en ce  o f  God*
In s e c t io n  one a stu d y  o f  God’s tra n scen d en ce  i s  under­
tak en  in  term s o f  o n to lo g y . The two th e o lo g ie s  chosen are  
th o se  o f  E. L. M asca ll and Paul T i l l i c h *  Both men are  
in t e r e s t e d  in  ’b e in g ’ as th e  key to  God’s tran scen d en ce , and
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both show a g rea t in t e r e s t  in  th e  o n to lo g ic a l  and co sm o lo g ica l  
arguments fo r  th e  e x is te n c e  o f  God* T h e re fo re , we b egin  
t h i s  s e c t io n  by n o tin g  th e  c l a s s i c  p r e s e n ta t io n s  and r e ­
j e c t io n s  o f  th e s e  argum ents* T h e r e a fte r , we stu d y  M a sc a ll’s 
th e o lo g y  in  regard  to  h is  method, h is  c o n s id e r a t io n  o f  th e  
problem o f  knowledge and speech  about God, and h is  e x p l i c i t  
and im p l ic i t  d o c tr in e  o f  tra n scen d en ce . Then we stu d y  T i l l i c h ’s 
th e o lo g y  in  regard  to  th e  same th r e e  areas*  L a s t ly ,  we n o te  
some s i m i l a r i t i e s  and d if f e r e n c e s  between th e  two p o s i t io n s .
In. s e c t io n  two we in v e s t ig a t e  th e  p h ilo s o p h ie s  o f  Karl 
Jasp ers and Jean-P au l S a r tr e . We c o n s id e r  th e s e  two system s  
as e x i s t e n t i a l i s t — Jasp ers ’ a s  a t h e i s t i c  e x i s t e n t i a l i s t  
system  and S a r tr e ’s  as an a t h e i s t i c  e x i s t e n t i a l i s t  system .
Our main concern  in  t h i s  s e c t io n  i s  w ith  th e  te a c h in g  o f  
J a sp e r s , inasmuch as h is  p o s it io n  i s  more im m ediately  r e le v a n t  
to  our in v e s t ig a t io n  o f  th e  tran scen d en ce  of- God* A gain, we 
are in t e r e s t e d  in  th e  th r e e  areas o f  method or approach, 
knowledge and sp eech  about th e  T ran scen d en t, and th e  n o tio n  
o f  tr a n sce n d en ce , i t s e l f .
Our th ir d  s e c t io n  t r e a t s  th e  id ea  o f  tran scen d en ce  in  
th e  t h e o lo g ie s  o f  R udolf O tto and M artin Buber. We c o n s id e r  
as a u n it in g  bond th e  em phasis each p la c e s  upon p erso n a l 
c o n v ic t io n  o f  God, and in  t h i s  co n n ection  we stu d y  each man’s 
approach. We a ls o  c o n s id e r  th e  answers each g iv e s  to  th e
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q u e s t io n s  o f  i^  and how one may know or know about God and 
w hat. i f  a n y th in g , one may know about God* F in a l ly ,  we seek  
to  draw c o n c lu s io n s  con cern in g  each man’s d o c tr in e  o f  God’s 
t  r ans c end enc e *
In th e  fo u r th  s e c t io n ,  we stu d y  th e  th e o lo g y  o f  Karl 
Heim, Here we ta k e  a d if f e r e n t  approach in  our in v e s t ig a t io n  
o f  th e  n o tio n  o f  tran scen d en ce*  Heim’s work i s  p r im a r ily  
d ir e c te d  tow ards ex p r e ss in g  th e  d o c tr in e  o f  God’s tran scen d en ce  
Hence, we may n ot ask how h is  te a c h in g  o f  tran scen d en ce  
fo l lo w s  from h is  method or approach to  th eo lo g y *  Nor i s  
Heim g r e a t ly  in t e r e s t e d  in  th e  problem o f  knowledge and speech  
about God, However, he i s  concerned  w ith  two m atters o f  
in t e r e s t  to  our whole in v e s t ig a t io n — (1) How can one meaning­
f u l l y  and h o n e s t ly  co n ce iv e  o f  a tra n scen d en t God? (2 ) How 
can one ex p ress  th e  n o tio n  o f  God’s tr a n sc e n d e n t, y e t  omni­
p resent, n atu re?  C on seq u en tly , our in v e s t ig a t io n  o f  Heim’s 
th e o lo g y  i s  la r g e ly  e x p o s ito r y , see k in g  to  determ ine how he 
answ ers th e s e  two q u e stio n s*
In  th e  f i f t h  s e c t io n  we stu d y  th e  Logos d o c tr in e , and 
we do t h i s  fo r  two r e a so n s . F ir s t ,  i t  i s  t r e a te d  as a 
C h r is to lo g ic a l  elem ent o f  our in v e s t ig a t io n ,  i . e .  we ask what 
u n d erstan d in g  do we f in d  o f  God’s tran scen d en ce  in  th e  Logos 
G h r is to lo g y , In th e  second p la c e , th e  Logos d o c tr in e  i s  
tr e a te d  as an e x p r e s s io n , from th e  p o s it io n  o f  f a i t h ,  not 
o n ly  o f  th e  r e la t io n  between God and th e  In ca rn a te  L ogos, but
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a ls o  between God and th e  w o r ld . T his means th a t  much o f  our 
stu d y  in  t h i s  s e c t io n  w i l l  be d ir e c te d  tow ards f in d in g  out 
what th e  Logos G h r is to lo g y  means r a th e r  than  tow ards th e  
statem en t o f  i t s  im p lic a t io n s  fo r  th e  d o c tr in e  o f  God’s 
tr a n sc e n d e n c e . However^ a f t e r  a r r iv in g  a t th e  meaning o f  
th e  Logos d o c tr in e , we in v e s t ig a t e  i t s  s ig n i f ic a n c e  fo r  God’s 
tra n scen d en ce , and t h i s  meaning and s ig n i f ic a n c e  i s  th en  
used a s  a standard  by which we judge th e  e x p r e ss io n s  o f  
tran scen d en ce  in  th e  th e o lo g ie s  and p h ilo s o p h ie s  which we 
have p r e v io u s ly  stu d ied *  We d e l ib e r a t e ly  ch oose to  p resen t  
t h i s  standard  a t th e  end o f  our in v e s t ig a t io n  r a th e r  than at 
i t s  b eg in n in g  in  order to  a llo w  each th e o lo g ia n  or p h ilo so p h er  
to  p resen t h is  te a c h in g  w ith in  th e  framework o f  h is  own system  
ra th er  than  in  l i g h t  o f  th e  te a c h in g  o f  th e  Logos d o ctr in e*
In our f i n a l  s e c t io n ,  we attem pt to  a r r iv e  a t a c le a r  
u n d erstan d in g  o f  what th e  d o c tr in e  o f  th e  tran scen d en ce  o f  
God seek s  t o  sa fegu ard  and express*  To t h i s  end, we co n sid e r  
what each th e o lo g y  and p h ilo so p h y  which we have s tu d ie d  seek s  
to  sa fegu ard  and e x p r e ss , and we judge th e  su c c e ss  or f a i lu r e  
o f  each by th e  standard  e s ta b lis h e d  in  our f i f t h  s e c t io n .
The method by which we reach  our c o n c lu s io n s  i s  a d is c u s s io n  
o f  key q u e s t io n s  which a r i s e  in  th e  cou rse  o f  our in v e s t ig a t io n ,  
and, b road ly  sp ea k in g , th e s e  q u e s tio n s  may be grouped in to  
th e  th r e e  more embracing q u e s t io n s  which we addressed  to  each
th e o lo g ia n  or p h ilo so p h e r — (1) How does one a r r iv e  a t th e  
r e a l i t y  or c o n v ic t io n  o f  a tra n scen d en t God? (2 ) How can a 
tra n scen d en t God be p resen t to  men, and how can one kn o w  and 
speak o f  a tra n scen d en t God? (3 ) What does th e  id ea  o f  
tran scen d en ce  seek  to  ex p ress  and sa fegu ard  in  th e  n atu re  
o f  God?
The seven  th e o lo g ia n s  and p h ilo so p h e rs  s e le c t e d  fo r  
in v e s t ig a t io n  are chosen as r e p r e s e n ta t iv e  o f  d i f f e r e n t  
t h e o lo g ie s  and p h ilo s o p h ie s , but no c la im  i s  made th a t  
th e s e  are e x h a u stiv e  o f  r e c e n t trends*  In d eed , a t l e a s t  
two th e o lo g ie s  o f  f i r s t  im portance, th o se  o f  Karl Barth and 
R udolf Bultmann, are not t r e a te d  in  d e t a i l  in  our i n v e s t i ­
ga tio n *  We have in t e n t io n a l ly  om itted  th e s e  th e o lo g ie s  
from our in v e s t ig a t io n  inasm uch as an adequate treatm ent 
o f  t h e ir  d o c tr in e s  o f  tran scen d en ce  would r e q u ir e  a sep a ra te  
and e x te n s iv e  s tu d y , and we co n sid ered  th a t  more l i g h t  might 
be shed upon our su b je c t  by stu d y in g  i t  from s e v e r a l  a sp e c ts  
through th e  works o f  s e le c t e d  l e s s  p r o l i f i c  w r ite r s  than  by 
l im i t in g  o u r se lv e s  to  one or two p a r t ic u la r  treatm ents*.
I  should  l i k e  to  ta k e  t h i s  o p p o rtu n ity  to  thank some o f  
th e  p eop le  who have been o f  p a r t ic u la r  h e lp  t o  me w h ile  
u n d ertak in g  t h i s  work. F i r s t ,  I  w ish to  thank P r o fe sso r  
Ian  Henderson not o n ly  fo r  h is  in v a lu a b le  d ir e c t io n  and 
alw ays p e r t in e n t  remarks con cern in g  my s tu d ie s ,b u t  a ls o  fo r  
h is  p erso n a l encouragement and g e n e r o s ity  o f  tim e and
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understanding* S econ d ly , I  w ish to  thank th e  s t a f f  o f  th e  
L ibrary o f  Glasgow U n iv e r s ity  and th e  Rev. James M ackintosh, 
L ib rarian  o f  T r in ity  C o lle g e , fo r  t h e ir  cou rteou s a s s is ta n c e  
at a l l  tim es*  T h ir d ly , I  should  l i k e  to  thank many fr ie n d s  
a t Glasgow U n iv e r s ity - -D r , W illiam  B arclay  fo r  h is  h e lp  w ith  
New Testam ent S tu d ie s , Dr. W illiam  Me Kane fo r  h is  h e lp  w ith  
Old Testam ent S tu d ie s ,  The Rev* David G ourlay, C haplain  to  
th e  U n iv e r s ity , fo r  h is  in t e r e s t  and c o n s id e r a t io n  w h ile  we 
worked to g e th e r ,  and many fe l lo w  stu d e n ts  fo r  t h e ir  w i l l in g n e s s  
to  l i s t e n  and t o  d is c u s s  th e o lo g ic a l  m atters o f  e s p e c ia l  
in t e r e s t  t o  me* F in a l ly ,  1 should l ik e  t o  thank most 
s in c e r e ly  ray w ife  and my p aren ts fo r  t h e ir  p a tie n c e  and 
encouragement throughout t h i s  p eriod  o f  work.
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C H A P T E R  I .
The O n to lo g ic a l and C osm ological Arguments fo r  th e  
E x is te n c e  o f  God and th e  A nalog!a E n t is ,
In  our opening s e c t io n  we s h a l l  in v e s t ig a te  th e  
id e a  o f  tran scen d en ce  in  two th e o lo g ie s  which we may 
c a l l  ’o n to lo g ic a l* ,  i . e .  th e o lo g ie s  which t r e a t  th e  
q u e s tio n  o f  b e in g . These th e o lo g ie s  are th o se  o f  
E ,L. M asca ll and P a i l  T i l l i c h ,  A lthough both  men d e a l  
w ith  the q u e s t io n  o f  b e in g , t h e ir  ^ p r o a c h e s  and answers 
to  t h i s  q u e s t io n  are not th e  same. M asca ll employs a 
’ co sm o lo g ica l*  approach; whereas T i l l i c h  u se s  th e  
method o f  * o n to lo g ic a l  an a lyses*  , T heir agreem ents 
and d isagreem en ts b a s ic a l ly  stem  from t  he v a lu e  each  
p la c e s  upon co sm o lo g ica l and o n to lo g ic a l  trea tm en ts o f  
b ein g  and may be seen  in  t h e ir  c o n s id e r a t io n s  o f the cosmo­
lo g i c a l  and o n to lo g ic a l  arguments fo r  th e  e x is te n c e  o f God. 
F u rth er , an in v e s t ig a t io n  o f  t h e ir  developm ents o f  th e se  
arguments sheds l i g h t  n o t on ly  upon t h e ir  methods but 
a ls o  upon th e ir  s o lu t io n s  to  th e  problem  o f  how i t  i s  
th a t one may speak about God and upon t h e ir  id e a s  o f God’ s 
tra n scen d en ce . So i t  i s  th a t  we purpose to  stu d y  th e ir
— 2 —
trea tm en ts  o f  th e s e  argum ents, but b e fo r e  we do t h i s  we 
s h a l l  co n s id e r  th e  c l a s s i c a l  p r e se n ta t io n s  and r e j e c t io n s  
o f  them.
We b eg in  w ith  th e  o n to lo g ic a l  argument as e3p r e sse d  
by S t , Anselm,
Now we b e l ie v e  th a t  thou a r t a b e in g  than which  
none g r e a te r  can be th ou gh t. Or can i t  be th a t  
th e r e  i s  no such b e in g , s in c e  "the f o o l  hath  sa id  
in  h is  h e a r t , * There i s  no God*"? But when t h i s  
same f o o l  hears what I  am sa y in g  -  "A b e in g  than  
which none g r e a te r  can be thought" -  he under­
sta n d s what he h e a r s , and what he understands i s  
in  h is  u n d erstan d in g , even i f  he does not under­
stan d  th a t  i t  e x i s t s  , , * ,  But c le a r ly  th a t than  
which a g r e a te r  cannot be thought cannot e x i s t  
in  th e  u nd erstan d in g  a lo n e . For i f  i t  i s  
a c tu a lly  in  th e  u nd erstan d in g  a lo n e , i t  can be 
thought o f  as e x i s t in g  a ls o  in  r e a l i t y ,  and t h i s  
i s  g r e a te r . T h erefo re , i f  th a t than  which a 
g r e a te r  cannot be thought i s  in  th e  understand"  
in g  a lo n e , t h i s  same th in g  than which a g r e a te r  
cannot be thought i s  th a t  than which a g r e a te r  
can be th o u g h t. But o b v io u sly  t h i s  i s  im pos­
a b l e ,  W ithout d ou b t, th e r e fo r e ,  th e r e  e x i s t s ,  
b o th  in  th e  u nd erstan d in g  and in  r e a l i t y  som e-, 
th in g  than which a g r e a te r  cannot be t h o u g h t . /
S t ,  Anselm*s argument has been  c r i t i c i s e d  on th ree  
grounds. The f i r s t  o b je c t io n  su g g e s ts  th a t  th e  
d e f in i t io n  o f  God as " th at than which a g r e a te r  cannot
(1 ) Anselm, F r o s lo g io n , I I
T ran sla ted  from Schm itt e d i t io n  by Eugene R, 
F airw eath er in  th e  L ibrary o f C h r is t ia n  C la s s ic s ,  
V ol. X, A S c h o la s t ic  M isc e lla n y ; Anselm to  Ockham, 
pp. 7 3 f ,
be thought" i s  m ea n in g less , M ascall p o in ts  out th a t th e
d e f in i t i o n  o f  i n f i n i t y  as th e  'g r e a t e s t  c o n c e iv a b le  number*
i s  m e a n in g le ss , fo r  e i th e r  i t  i s  no c o n c e iv a b le  number or i t
i s  a c o n cr e te  number to  which one can alw ays add one more 
( 2 )
d i g i t .  Thus, we must ask i f  S t ,  A nselm 's d e f in i t io n  i s
o f t h i s  n a tu re; o r , i f  i t  does have meaning th en  what i s  
i t .  I t  would appear th a t  S t ,  Anselm means sim ply th a t God 
i s  * th e  g r e a t e s t * .  Now g ra n ted , 'g r e a t e s t  * may be an empty 
term when used  by i t s e l f ,  but when tak en  as an a d je c t iv e  i t  
can be s i g n i f i c a n t .  F ollow ed  by any a t t r ib u t e  w ith  which  
one m ight c r e d it  God, * g r e a te s t  * does have meaning. For
exam ple, "There i s  no g r e a te r  lo v e  or good than God." Now,
th e  tr u th  o f  God's s u p e r la t iv e  n ature m ight be q u e stio n e d , 
but th e  very  q u e s tio n in g  would seem to  show th a t th e  s t a t e ­
ment i s  not m e a n in g le ss .
The second o b je c t io n  argues th a t  S t , Anselm t r e a t s  
'being* as an a c c id e n t o f God ra th e r  than as th e  ground o f  
a c c id e n ts . A ccording to  Broad,
The o n to lo g ic a l  argument p r o fe s s e s  t o  make a 
c a t e g o r ic a l  com parison betw een a n o n -e x is te n t  
and an e x i s t e n t  in  r e s p e c t  o f th e  p resen ce  or 
absence o f e x is t e n c e . The o b je c t io n  i s  two­
f o ld ,  ( i )  No com parison can be made betw een
(2 ) M a sc a ll, E. L , ,  He # o  p .33
4a n o n -e x is te n t  term  and anyth ing  e l s e  excep t  
on th e  h y p o th e s is  th a t  i t  e x i s t s .  And ( i i )  
on t h i s  h y p o th e s is  i t  i s  m ean in g less to  com­
pare i t  w ith  an yth in g  in  r e s p e c t  o f  th e  p r e s ­
ence or absence o f e x is t e n c e . ' ^ /
Thus we must ask i f  i t  i s  tru e  th a t  S t ,  Anselm t r e a t s  
* e x is te n c e *  as an a c c id e n t o f  God, Does he c o n s id e r  God's 
e sse n c e  to  be 'g r e a tn e s s '  or 'th e  g r e a t e s t  lo v e  or good ' 
and 'e x i s t e n c e '  m erely to  be som ething added to  th e  id e a  o f  
God? I t  would appear th a t  as regard s th e  form o f  h is  
argument S t ,  Anselm does co n sid e r  God's e s se n c e  to  be o th er  
than H is e x is t e n c e ,  i . e .  th a t  he c o n s id e r s  e x is te n c e  to  be 
sim ply an a c c id e n t or a t t r ib u te  which i f  n ot p o sse sse d  by 
God would mean th a t  some o th er  ' e s se n c e ' which does p o sse s s  
e x is te n c e  would be g r e a te r  than God, However, in  
l i g h t  o f  th e  purpose and c o n c lu s io n  o f  S t , Anselm 's argument, 
we may wonder i f  he a c tu a l ly  does c o n s id e r  God's 'e x is t e n c e '  
to  be a c c id e n ta l .  I f ,  as P r o fe sso r  Broad a s s e r t s ,  one cannot 
compare an e x i s t e n t  w ith  a n o n - e x is t e n t , may i t  not be th a t  
S t , Anselm im p l ic i t ly  h o ld s th a t  God's e x is te n c e  i s  not 
a c c id e n ta l  but s u b s t a n t ia l ,  s in c e  he does make such a com­
p a r iso n , C e r ta in ly , we can say th a t  th e  w hole purpose o f  
th e  argument i s  to  show th a t th e  e x is t e n c e  o f God i s  th e  
s in e  qua non o f  th e  co n cep tio n  o f  God,
(3 ) I b i d . ,  p . 35 ,
The th ir d  o b je c t io n  to  S t , A nselm 's o n to lo g ic a l  
argument p o in ts  out a c o n fu s io n  betw een th e  co n cep tio n  o f  
' a n ecessa ry  e x i s t e n t ' and th e  a c tu a l e x is te n c e  o f 'a  n ece s­
sary e x i s t e n t ' .  This o b je c t io n  has i t s  c l a s s i c  sta tem en t 
in  K ant's C r it iq u e  o f Pure Reason where i t  i s  contended th a t  
th e  b a s ic  erro r  o f  th e  o n to lo g ic a l  argument i s  th e  c o n fu sio n  
betw een l o g i c a l  and o n to lo g ic a l  n e c e s s i t y .  I t  i s  K ant's
p o s i t io n  t h a t ,  " lo g ic a l  n e c e s s i t y  r e f e r s  on ly  to  judgem ents.
( 4)
n ot to  th in g s " , and he c i t e s  as an example th e  lo g i c a l
  (5 )
n e c e s s i t y  o f  a t r ia n g l e ' s  having th r e e  a n g le s . I t  i s  tr u e
th a t the co n cep tio n  o f  a t r ia n g le  n e c e s s i t a t e s  th e  id e a  o f
th re e  a n g le s , but t h i s  i s  a lo g i c a l  and n ot an o n to lo g ic a l
n e c e s s i t y .  A ccording to  Kemp-Smith, Kant means th a t ,  "A ll
judgem ents, so  fa r  as they  r e f e r  to  e x is t e n c e ,  as d i s t i n c t
from mere p o s s i b i l i t y ,  are h y p o th e t ic a l ,  and serv e  to  d e f in e
( 6 )
a r e a l i t y  th a t  i s  on ly  c o n tin g e n tly  g iv e n ."  To con tin u e  
our exam ple, i f  a t r ia n g le  e x i s t s  th en  i t  has th r e e  a n g le s .  
F u rth er , th a t  judgem ents w hich r e f e r  to  e x is t e n c e  are hypo­
t h e t i c a l  i s  shown by th e  f a c t  th a t  any judgement o f  e x is te n c e  
can be d en ied  in  th ou gh t, "In an id e n t i c a l  judgement i t  i s  
c o n tr a d ic to r y  to  r e j e c t  th e  p r e d ic a te  w h ile  r e ta in in g  th e
(4 ) Sm ith , Norman Kemp, A Commentary to  K ant's C r it iq ue o f  
Pure R eason, p, 628. ""
(5) K ant, Immanuel, C r it iq u e  o f  Pure R eason, p . 502.
(6 ) Sm ith , o p ,c i t . ,  p . 528.
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s u b je c t .  But th e r e  i s  no c o n tr a d ic t io n  i f  we r e j e c t  su b -
(7 )
j e c t  and p r e d ic a te  a l ik e # " U sing our example a g a in , we may
say th a t  one i s  m istak en  to  r e j e c t  th e  n o tio n  o f  th re e
a n g les  w h ile  r e ta in in g  th e  id e a  o f  a t r ia n g le ,  fo r  th e r e  i s
a l o g i c a l  n e c e s s i t y  betw een th e  two con cep tion s#  However
o n to lo g ie a l ly  th e r e  i s  no such n e c e s s i t y ,  i * e ,  i t  does not
n e c e s s a r i ly  fo l lo w  from th e  concept o f  a t r ia n g le  th a t  a
t r ia n g le  a c tu a l ly  e x is t s #  A con cept has on ly  p o s s ib le
b e in g , i# e#  i t  " rep resen ts  som ething th a t may or may n ot
e x i s t :  to  d eterm in e e x is te n c e  we must r e f e r  to  a c tu a l
( 8 )
e x p e r ie n c e # "
Kant e x p r e sse s  t h i s  o b je c t io n  in  an oth er way# To say  
th a t a co n cep tio n  has on ly  p o s s ib le  e x is t e n c e  means th a t  
no co n ce p tio n  c a r r ie s  th e  p roof o f  i t s  own e x is te n c e #  For 
exam ple, in  th e  s ta te m e n t, "God i s  om nipotent" , two con cep ts  
are p rese n t 'God* and 'om nipotence' # ' I s '  does n ot add 
an yth in g  to  th e  co n cep ts; i t  i s  m erely th e  cop u la  e x p r e ss ­
in g  th e  n ecessa ry  r e la t io n  betw een 'God' and ' om n ip oten ce'# 
Even in  th e  s ta te m en t, "There i s  a God", e x is te n c e  i s  not to  be 
co n sid ered  an a t t r ib u t e ,  an a d d it io n  t o  th e concept o f  God;
i t  m erely p o s i t s  th a t th e r e  i s  an o b je c t  corresp on d in g  to
(9 )
th e  con cep t o f  God# Thus, Kant co n c lu d es:
(7 ) Ib id # , p . 529
(8 ) I b id . ,  p . 531
(9 ) I b id . ,  p p .629f#
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1 /lia tever , th e r e fo r e , and however much, our 
con cep t o f  an o b je c t  may c o n ta in , we must 
go o u ts id e  i t ,  i f  we are to  a s c r ib e  e x i s t ­
ence to  th e  o b je c t  • • • • •  Our c o n sc io u sn e ss  
o f a l l  e x is t e n c e  (w hether im m ediately  
through p e r c e p tio n , or . m e d ia te ly  through  
in ferences!w h ich  con n ect som ething w ith  p er­
c e p t io n )  b e lo n g s e x c lu s iv e ly  to  th e  u n ity  
o f  ex p er ie n c e ; a n y ^ l  1 e g e ^ e x is t a n c e  o u ts id e  
t h i s  f i e l d ,  v h i le  not in d eed  such  as we can  
d e c la r e  to  be a b s o lu te ly  im p o s s ib le , i s  o f  
th e  n a tu re  o f an assum ption  which we can  
n ever be in  a p o s i t io n  to  j u s t i f y , (10)
R# P. P h i l l ip s  summarizes K ant's c o n c lu s io n  as fo l lo w s :
The f a c t  th a t  we c o n c e iv e , and must c o n c e iv e ,  
o f  God in  a c e r ta in  way, namely as e x i s t in g  
h im s e lf ,  in  no way shows th a t  in  f a c t  
th e r e  i s  a B eing which e x i s t s  o f  i t s e l f ,  but 
m erely th a t  i f  th e r e  i s  a Being to  whose con­
cep t e x is t e n c e  a tta c h e s  n e c e s s a r i ly ,  he w i l l ,  
i f  he e x i s t  a t a l l ,  e x i s t  n e c e s s a r i l y , (11)
This o b je c t io n , th en , p la c e s  an ' i f  b e fo r e  S t , A nselm 's 
major prem ise* ^  som ething r e a l  corresponds to  what we b e­
l i e v e ,  v i z ,  th a t  God i s  th a t  than which n o th in g  g r e a te r  can  
be c o n c e iv e d , th en  e x is te n c e  a tta c h e s  n e c e s s a r i ly  to  such a b e in g , 
A nselm 's argument u lt im a te ly  f a i l s  to  prove th e  e x is te n c e  o f  
God b ecau se th e  f i r s t  prem ise can be d en ied ; but th e  form al 
argument i s  v a l id ,  f o r  by i t s  u se  o f  ' e x i s t e n c e '  as an a c c id e n t  
o f  God, i t  shows th a t  ' e x is t e n c e '  i s  n e c e ssa r y  to  a God d e fin ed  
as S t , Anselm d e f in e s  Him, By t h i s  we mean th a t  whereas
(10) dp * 0 i  t . ,  p . 506
(11) M a sc a ll, o p . c i t , , p . 34 ,
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S t . A nselm 's o n to lo g ic a l  argument i s  in v a l id ,  h is  o n to lo g ­
i c a l  a n a ly s is  may be tr u e . I t  would appear th a t  Kant a ls o  
a llo w s fo r  t h i s  p o s s i b i l i t y  when he s a y s .
Thus, w h ile  fo r  th e  m erely s p e c u la t iv e  employ­
ment o f  rea so n  th e  supreme b e in g  rem ains a 
mere i d e a l , i t  i s  y e t  ^  id e a l  w ith o u t a f la w , 
a con cept which com pletes and crowns the* whole 
o f human know ledge. I t s  o b je c t iv e  r e a l i t y  
cannot in d eed  be proved , but a ls o  cannot be d i s ­
p roved , by m erely s p e c u la t iv e  r e a so n . I f ,  th en , 
th e r e  should  be a m oral th eo lo g y  th a t  can make 
good t h i s  d e f ic ie n c y ,  tr a n sce n d en ta l th e o lo g y ,  
w hich b e fo r e  was p rob lem atic  o n ly , w i l l  prove  
i t s e l f  in d isp e n sa b le  in  d eterm in in g  th e  con­
cep t o f  t h i s  supreme b e i n g  (12)
We tu rn  to  th e  th eo lo g y  o f  S t . Thomas Aquinas fo r  
th e  c l a s s i c  p r e s e n ta t io n  o f  th e  c o sm o lo g ic a l argument, % accepts
(13:1
S t, A nselm 's d e f in i t i o n  o f  God, but c o n s id e r s  h is  argu­
ment to  be in ca p a b le  o f  prov in g  th a t  th e r e  a c tu a lly  e x i s t s
( #
a b e in g  which corresponds t o  h is  co n ce p tio n  o f God, The 
r e a l  d i f f e r e n c e  betw een S t . Thomas and S t . Anselm can be 
seen  in  t h e i r  approaches, S t . Anselm i s  an ' e s s e n t i a l -  
i s t ' ,  i . 6 , ,  he s t a r t s  w ith  an id e a  o f  God's e ssen ce  and
{ I f )
deduces from i t  God's e x is t e n c e ,  'T h is  d ed u ctio n  shows th e  
C h r is t ia n  elem ent o f  id e n t i f y in g  God w ith  b ein g , fo r
(12 ) Kant, o p . c i t , ,  p , 531.
(1 S | A quinas, Thomas, Summa Contra G e n t i le s . V o l. I ,  
Chapter XI,
Î14) M a sca ll, o p . c i ÿ , , p .36.
o f ,  M a sca ll, E, L , , E x is te n c e  and A nalogy, p p ,2 5 -2 8 , 
( 1 5 ) M a sc a ll, E x is te n c e  and A n a lo g  1 p*2<
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So lo n g  as God was not id e n t i f i e d  w ith  b e in g  
i t s e l f ,  no one cou ld  hope to  d isc o v e r  whether 
God e x i s t s  by sim p ly  exam ining th e  con cept 
o f  God, any more than  we cou ld  hope to  d i s ­
cover w hether A t la n t is  e x i s t s  by s im p ly  examin­
in g  th e  con cept o f  A t la n t i s ,
S t . Thpmas, on th e  o th er  hand, i s  an ' e x is t e n -  
( 1 ®
t l a l i s t ' .  F o llo w in g  A r i s t o t l e ,  he d e f in e s  e ssen ce  as form  
and m atter in  u n ity .  However, e sse n c e  or su b sta n ce  does not 
n e c e s s a r i ly  e x i s t ;  i t  can e x i s t .  A ctual b e in g s  ( e n t ia )  
are composed o f  e s se n c e  and e x is t e n c e .  Hence i f  one i s  t o  
a r r iv e  a t a God which can be shown to  e x i s t ,  i t  i s  by way o f  
e x i s t e n t 8 th a t  one must p roceed  ra th e r  th an  by way o f
( la )
e sse n c e s  w hich have on ly  th e  p o s s i b i l i t y  o f  e x is t e n c e .
For S t . Thomas, h ow ever,h ob le  our con cep t o f  God 
may b e , i t  i s  t o t a l l y  in ca p a b le  o f  t e l l i n g  us 
w hether God e x i s t s  or n o t; but th e  a c tu a l e x i s t ­
ence o f  th e  most humble and i n s ig n i f i c a n t  o f  
a c tu a l ly  e x i s t in g  b e in g s  i s  s u f f i c i e n t  to  
dem onstrate th e  e x is t e n c e  o f  s e l f - e x i s t e n t  Being  
i t s e l f ,  ipsum e s s e  s u b s i s t e n s , (19)
We have noted  K ant's judgement th a t  one a r r iv e s  a t th e  
e x is t e n c e  o f  som ething by s e n s ib le  ex p er ie n c e  ra th e r  than  
by a p r io r i  c o n c e p ts , and now we s e e  th a t  S t ,  Thomas a ls o  
c la im s to  d isp e n se  w ith  a p r io r i  arguments and to  b eg in
((l4 | I b i d . ,  p ,2 5  
{ : i7 | I b i d . ,  p p ,44-64
(10) I b id . ,  p p .4 7 f .  
(19 ) I b id . ,  p . 51
( 'ZWw ith  e x is t e n c e ,  w ith  th e  w orld , in  order to  a r r iv e  a t God. ^
Now th e  tw o-nam ely, e te r n a l and tem poral -  
are r e la t e d  to  our knowledge in  t h i s  way 
th a t  one o f them is . th e  means o f knowing th e  
o th e r . For by way o f f in d in g ,  we come 
through knowledge o f  tem gpral th in g s  to  th a t  
o f  th in g s  e te r n a l . . . ,
S t . Thomas p uts fo r t h  f i v e  argum ents, a l l  o f  which s t a r t  
w ith  w o r ld ly , s e n s ib ly  p erc e iv ed  phenomena from which he 
in f e r s  th e  e x is te n c e  o f  God. The f i r s t  th r e e  arguments 
(an Unmoved Mover, an e f f i c i e n t  ca u se , and n e c e s s i t y  and 
p o s s i b i l i t y )  appear to  d i f f e r  on ly  in  c h o ic e  o f  words, f o r  a l l  
th r e e  s t a r t  w ith  th e  f a c t  th a t  th in g s  which we ob serve e x i s t  
in  an im p e r fe c t , dependent, cau sed , c o n tin g e n t manner and 
n e c e s s i t a t e  a s e l f - e x i s t e n t ,  in d ep en d en t, u ncaused , non­
c o n tin g e n t or n ece ssa r y  b e in g , as t h e ir  c a u se . The l a s t  two 
arguments (d eg rees  o f b e in g  and order in  th e  u n iv e r se )  argue 
from a le s s e r  p e r fe c t io n  in  th e  w orld  to  th e  g r e a te r  p e r fe c t io n  
w hich b estow s d egrees o f b e in g  and w orld ly  ord er . Hence, 
we may con clu d e th a t  S t .  Thomas' approach i s  c o sm o lo g ic a l,  
i . e .  founded in  e x is t e n c e ,  in  ' th in g s '  o f  th e  s e n s ib ly  
p e r c e p t ib le  w orld .
^TnjG iTsonT Ft Philoso^phy"of St.Thomas A quinas, p .42 .
( 2ll)) A quinas, Thomas, summa T h e o io g ic a . F art i N o . 3.  q u e s tio n  
"; lXXIX, A rt. 9
( 2& )M ercier, A Manual o f  Modern S c h o la s t ic  P h ilo so p h y , V o l. I I .  
"pp. 35-53";
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S in ce  S t . Thomas r e l i e s  alm ost e n t ir e ly  upon h is  f i r s t  
argument and s in c e  a l l  f i v e  arguments f a l l  i f  th e f i r s t  i s  
d isa llo w e d , we s h a l l  c o n fin e  our remarks to  the p roof o f  
th e  'Unmoved M over'. We f in d  t h i s  argument exp ressed  most 
c o n c is e ly  in  th e  Summa Contra G e n t i le s .
Whatever i s  in  m otion i s  moved by an oth er: and 
i t  i s  c le a r  to  th e  sen se  th a t  som eth in g , th e  sun  
fo r  in s ta n c e , i s  in  m otion . T h erefo re , i t  i s  s e t  
in  m otion  by som ething e l s e  moving i t .  Now th a t  
v h ic h  moves i t  i s  i t s e l f  e i th e r  moved or not# I f  
i t  be not moved, th en  th e  p o in t i s  proved th a t  
we must needs p o s tu la te  an immovable mover: and
t h i s  we c a l l  God. I f ,  how ever, i t  be moved, i t  
i s  moved by another mover# E ith e r , th e r e fo r e ,  
we must proceed  to  i n f i n i t y ,  or we must come to  
an immovable mover# But i t  i s  not p o s s ib le  to  
proceed  to  i n f i n i t y .  T herefore i t  i s  n ecessa ry  
to  p o s tu la te  an immovable mover#
I t  should  n ot be supposed th a t  by 'movement'# St# Thomas 
means sim ply  th e  t r a n s i t i o n  from one p la c e  to  an oth er ,
WG ilso n , M ercier , and D 'A rcy, a l l ,  say th a t  by 'movement'
( J
St# Thomas means th e  t r a n s i t io n  from p oten cy  to  a c tu a lity #  ' 
By 'p o ten cy ' i s  meant p o s s ib i l i t y  or c a p a b i l i t y ,  and by 
' a c t u a l i t y '  i s  meant th e  a c q u is i t io n  or r e a l i z a t io n  o f  such  
p o t e n t ia l  c a p a b i l i t y  or p o s s ib i l i t y #  Thus we se e  th a t t h i s  
f i r s t  argum ent, l i k e  th e  second and t h i r d ,  i s  a c tu a lly  con ­
cerned w ith  e x is t e n c e  r a th e r  than w ith  motion# S t , Thomas
( 2 3 ) A quinas, Summa Contra G e n t i le s . I ,  X III  
( 2 4 I G ilso n , o p .c i t # ,  Ohaper IV; M ercier , o p .c i t # , V o l . I I ,  
p#45; D 'A rcy, M .C., Thomas A quinas. p#105#
( ^-§1 A quinas, Summa Contra G e n t i le s . I ,  XIII#
" *  12  • •
i s  d e a lin g  w ith  th e  tpansitrMit. from p o t e n t ia l  t o  a c tu a l
(s§)
"being. In  e f f e c t ,  St* Thomas s t a r t s  w ith  o b servab le
e x is t a n t s  which are not caused by th e m se lv e s , and from
them he in f e r s  an 'uncaused  cause* or * unmoved m over*. I t
w i l l  be se e n  th a t  t h i s  argument i s  based  upon S t .  Thomas's
a ccep tan ce  o f  th e  A r is t o t e l ia n  method, inasmuch as "For
A r is t o t le  Act alw ays p reced es P oten cy . The cause o f a
p o t e n t ia l  b ein g  coming in to  e x is te n c e  i s  alw ays another b ein g
(2 $ )
a lr e a d y  e x i s t in g  in  a c t" .
S t .  Thomas's p o s i t io n  th a t  a p o t e n t ia l  being becomes 
a c tu a l o n ly  as caused by another a c tu a l b ein g  may be d ia -  
gram m atica lly  ex p ressed  l ik e  t h i s ;
p 4 "" A»*from*^P <—  A-from-P 4—  A««*from-»P 4— A-from -P 4-----   • .A
I f  one sh o u ld  say  th a t  t h i s  s e r ie s  i s  i n f i n i t e  and need  
not end in  *A* (a c tu a l  b e in g  th a t i s  n o t d e r iv e d  from p o te n t ia l  
b e in g ) ,  th en  S t .  Thomas would r e p ly  th a t o n ly  by p o s tu la t in g  
an 'Unmoved Mover' (n o n -p o te n t ia l  b e in g ) can one account fo r  
th e  in te r m e d ia te  movers (a c tu a l from p o t e n t ia l  b e in g s )  which  
we ob serve as e f f e c t s  o f  p r io r  cau ses and ca u ses o f su b -
(23%
sequent e f f e c t s .  Thus i t  i s  th a t S t .  Thomas's co sm o lo g ica l  
argument r e s t s  upon ( 1 ) th e d i s t i n c t i o n  betw een 'p o t e n t ia l '  
and ' a c t u a l ' ,  (2 ) th e  a s s e r t io n  th a t  p o t e n t ia l  b e i ig s  come on ly
(2 6 ) D 'A rcy, o p .c i t . ,  p p .104 f f ;  c f .  M erciep., o p .c i t . , V o l . I I ,  
pp. 45f .
(27) Arm strong, A. H ., An In tr o d u c tio n  to  A ncient P h ilo so p h y , 
pp. 8 0 f .
( 2 0 }  A quinas, Summa Contra G e n t i le s ,  I ,  X I I I .
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from a c tu a l b e in g s ,  and (3 ) th e  c o n te n tio n  th a t  an i n f i n i t e
r e g r e s s io n  cannot account fo r  in te r m e d ia te  movers*
Again we tu rn  to  Kant to  n o te  th e  o b je c t io n s  th a t  are
h a ise d  a g a in s t  th e  co sm o lo g ica l argument. These o b je c t io n s
f a l l  in t o  two groups: (1 ) erro rs  o f  in f e r r in g  God from t h e
w orld , and (2 ) th e  error o f  th e  o n to lo g ic a l  argument vh ioh
recu rs  in  th e  co sm o lo g ica l argument#
As regard s th e  f i r s t  group o f e r r o r s , Kant contends th a t
se v e r a l f a l s e  assum ptions are made. F i r s t ,  th e  p r in c ip le  th a t
ev e ry th in g  has a cau se can on ly  be ap p lied  to  and t e s t e d  by
th in g s  b e lo n g in g  to  th e  realm  o f  e x p e r ie n c e , and, as we
have se e n , no ex p er ie n c e  i s  a v a ila b le  to  a s c e r ta in  whether or
not 'ca u se  and e f f e c t ' a p p lie s  to  a n o n -co n tin g en t b e in g .
S eco n d ly , "Our only n o tio n  o f  n e c e s s i t y  i s  d er iv ed  from
e x p e r ie n c e , and th e r e fo r e  depends on th o se  f i n i t e  c o n d it io n s
(29)
which th e  argument would deny to  u s ,"  T h ird ly , a lthough
an i n f i n i t e  r e g r e s s io n  cannot be shown to  be p o s s ib le ,  n e ith e r  
can i t  be shown to  be im p ossib le*
The second group o f  erro rs  i s  based upon th e recu rren ce  
o f th e  erro r  o f th e  o n to lo g ic a l  argument. I t  i s  reason  th a t  
demands a f i r s t  c a u se , and, as we have seen  in  K ant's  
c r i t i c i s m  o f  th e  o n to lo g ic a l  argument, such 'rea so n a b le
Sm ith, o p ,c i t . , p , 633,
-  14 -
n e c e s s i t y '  does not a llo w  o f b ein g  h y p o s ta t iz e d . T# 
p o s tu la te  som ething c o n c e p tu a lly  as a r e s u l t  o f th e  demand 
o f  rea so n  in  no way proves th a t  som ething a c tu a l ly  e x i s t s  
which corresponds to  t h i s  demand.
I t  i s  e v id e n t , from what has been  s a id ,  th a t  
th e  con cept o f  an a b s o lu te ly  n ece ssa r y  b e in g  
i s  a con cept o f  pure rea so n , th a t  i s ,  a mere 
id e a  th e  o b je c t iv e  r e a l i t y  o f which i s  very  
fa r  from b e in g  proved by th e  f a c t  th a t  
rea so n  r e q u ir e s  i t .  For th e  id e a  in s t r u c t s  
us on ly  in  regard  to  a c e r ta in  u n a tta in a b le  
co m p le ten ess , and so se r v e s  ra th er  to  l im it  
th e  u n d erstan d in g  than to  extend i t  t o  new 
o b je c t s .  (3 0 j
Thus, we may se e  th a t  th e  c o sm o lo g ic a l argument re p e a ts  
th e  error  o f  th e  o n to lo g ic a l  argument, i . e .  i t  p o s i t s  as 
a c tu a l ly  e x i s t in g  a n e c e s s i t y  or demand which i s  p u rely  a 
n e c e s s i t y  or demand o f  r e a s o n  as a form al c o n d it io n  o f  
th o u g h t,
The con cep t o f n e c e s s i t y  i s  on ly to  be found  
in  our re a so n , as a form al c o n d it io n  o f th ou gh t; 
i t  does n ot a llo w  o f  b e in g  h y p o s ta t iz e d  as a 
m a te r ia l c o n d it io n  o f  e x is t e n c e .
K ant's c r i t i c i s m  o f  the co sm o lo g ica l argument makes, 
th en , a tw o -fo ld  o b je c t io n . On th e  one hand, he a rgu es  
th a t th e  demand o f  rea so n  p o in ts  to  a l im i t  to  p roof ra th er
(3 0  I K ant, o p , c i t , ,  p ,5 0 0 , 
( § i  I Kant, o p , c i t , , p , 618.
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th an  provin g  th e  e x is te n c e  o f  a being who answ ers r e a so n 's  
demand, i , e *  th a t  th e  c o sm o lo g ica l argument h y p o s ta t iz e s  
r e a so n 's  demand fo r  a f i r s t  cause in s te a d  o f  provin g  th a t  
a f i r s t  cau se e x is t s *  On th e  o th er  hand, he p o in ts  out 
th a t  even though th e  c o sm o lo g ica l argument b eg in s w ith  
s e n s ib ly  p erc e iv ed  e x is t a n t s  t o  which th e  ' la w s '  o f  'cau se  
and e f f e c t ' and 'n e c e s s i t y '  p rop erly  a p p ly , i t  d ep arts from  
th e  realm  o f  f i n i t e  e x i s t a n t s ,  when I t  see k s  to  a r r iv e  a t  
a God who tra n scen d s a l l  w o r ld ly  e x i s t a n t s ,  and th ereb y  
d ep arts from th e  realm  w herein  'cau se and e f f e c t ' and 
'n e c e s s i t y '  carry  th e  power o f  proof* C on seq u en tly , th e  
co sm o lo g ic a l argum ent, l ik e  th e  o n t o lo g ic a l  argum ent, l o s e s  
i t s  v a l i d i t y  an argument *
B efore le a v in g  th e  th e o lo g y  o f  St* Thomas, we s h a l l  
n o te  h is  treatm en t o f  an alogy  inasmuch as i t  w i l l  p rov id e us 
w ith  a background fo r  u nd erstan d in g both M a s c a ll 's  and 
T i l l i c h ' s  c o n s id e r a tio n  o f  th e  problem o f  knowledge and 
speech  about God* Hot o n ly  does St* Thomas attem pt to  a r r iv e  
a t th e  knowledge th a t  God e x i s t s  by s t a r t in g  w ith  th e  w orld , 
but he a ls o  seek s  t o  a r r iv e  a t Îîhowledge about God by th e  
same method* Be d e n ie s  'th a t one can have any im m ediate 
knowledge o f  God but a ff ir m s  th a t  a m ediated  knowledge i s  
p o s s ib le *
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. ..G o d  i s  not th e  f i r s t  o b je c t  o f our knowledge; 
but r a th e r  th a t  we know God through c r e a tu r e s ,  
accord in g  to  th e  A p o stle  (Rom, 1 :2 0 ) th e  in v ia -  
i b l e  th in g s  o f  God are c le a r ly  se e n , b e in g  
und erstood  by th e  th in g s  th a t  are made. But 
th e  f i r s t  o b je c t  o f our knowledge in  t h is  l i f e  
i s  th e  q u id d ity  o f  a m a te r ia l th in g , w hich i s  
th e  proper o b je c t  o f  our i n t e l l e c t . . . .  ($2 )
The on ly  road which can lea d  us to  a knowledge  
o f th e  C reator must be cu t through th e  th in g s  
o f  s e n s e . The im m ediate a c c e ss  to  th e  Cause b ein g  
barred to  u s , i t  rem ains f o r  us t o  d iv in e  i t  
w ith  th e  h e lp  o f  i t s  e f f e c t s .
S t ,  Thomas e x p la in s  th a t one i s  a b le  to  know about 
God as a r e s u l t  o f two o f His g i f t s  -  rea so n  and c r e a t io n .  
F i r s t ,  we should  n o te  th a t  rea so n  i s  g iv e n  by God and
( 3^  )
can never be opposed to  f a i t h .  S eco n d ly , we shoudd n o te
th a t " the a c t o f rea so n  i s ,  a s  i t  w ere, a movement from one
( 35 )
th in g  to  an oth er,"  Thus, S t , Thomas con clu d es th a t  God's 
g i f t  o f  rea so n  en ab les men to  pass from one th in g  (G od's 
e f f e c t s ,  i . e .  His c r e a t io n )  to  another (God, th e  cau se  o f  
c r e a t io n ) ,
The q u e s t io n  th a t  now a r is e s  i s  w hether or not re a so n , 
even i f  i t  p o s s e s s e s  th e  a b i l i t y  to  p ass  from one th in g  to  
an oth er , i s  a b le  to pass from c r e a t io n  to  God, I s  th er e
ju in a s , Summa T h e o lo g ic a . I ,  3 , LXXXVIII» 3 
G ilso n , op ,cit,"^  P .44  
(14 ) A quinas, Bumma Contra G e n t i le s .  I ,  V II,
(S'?) A quinas, Summa Thé o lo g ie  a . I ,  3 , LXXIX, 9 ,
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a r e l a t i o n  between th e  two? S t ,  Thomas answers th a t  th e r e  
i s  a r e l a t i o n  between God and th e  world -  th e  r e l a t i o n  o f  
a cause to  i t s  e f f e c t ;  and he b ases  t h i s  p o s i t i o n  upon h i s  
p r e s e n ta t io n  o f  th e  arguments and upon s c r ip t u r e .  F u rth er ,  
S t .  Thomas o f f e r s  an e x p la n a t io n  o f  God's c r e a t iv e  a c t  which  
e x p la in s  b o th  why God cr ea ted  th e  world and why th e  world  
b ears a resem blance to  Him,
Every th in g  d e s ir e s  th e  p e r f e c t io n  o f  th a t  which i t  
w i l l s  and lo v e s  fo r  i t s  own sake: b ecause whatever  
we lo v e  f o r  i t s  own sa k e , we w ish  to  be b e s t ,  and 
even to  be b e t te r e d  and m u lt ip l ie d  as much as p o s s ib l e ,  
How God w i l l s  and lo v e s  His e s se n c e  fo r  i t s  own sake:  
and i t  cannot be in c r e a se d  or m u lt ip l ie d  i n  I t s e l f  #. 
and can on ly  be m u lt ip l ie d  i n  r e s p e c t  o f  i t s  l i k e ­
n ess  which i s  shared by many. T herefore God w ish es  
th in g s  to  be m u l t ip l i e d ,  because  He w i l l s  and lo v e s  
His e s se n c e  and p e r f e c t io n .
Thus, accord ing  to  St* Thomas, th e  resem blance o f  
th e  world to  God i s  not on ly  th e  r e s u l t  o f  th e  r e l a t i o n  o f  
an e f f e c t  to  i t s  ca u se , but i s  th e  r e s u l t  a l s o  o f  God's 
lo v e  and in t e n t i o n  f o r  good. At th e  same t im e , S t ,  Thomas 
p o in ts  out th a t  th e  resem blance o f  an e f f e c t  t o - l ÿ s  cause  
i s  on ly  a l ik e n e s s  and not i d e n t i t y .
Aquinas, Summa Contra G e n t i l e s , I ,  LXXV,
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• , .  f o r  th e r e  i s  no proper and adequate pnoportion  
between m a te r ia l  and im m ateria l th in g s ,  and the  
l i k e n e s s e s  drawn from m a te r ia l  th in g s ^ fo r  th e  under­
sta n d in g  o f  im m ateria l th in g s  are very^ -d iss im ilar  
th erefrom #, • ,
A, M, F airw eather summarizes St# Thomas's p o s i t i o n  
as f o l lo w s :
God's a c t i v i t y  i n  c r e a t io n  i s  a t  one and th e  same 
tim e an a c t i v i t y  o f  God and a p e r f e c t io n  o f  the  
th in g  i t  c r e a te s  and c o n s t i tu te s #  Thus, th e r e  i s  
some kind o f  an i d e n t i t y  o f  God w ith  His c r ea tu r e s ;  
an i d e n t i t y  which i s ,  however, on ly  such  as i s  
in d ic a te d  by th e  term " lik en ess" #  God a c ts  t o  th e  
producing o f  His own l ik e n e s s *  Hence we have th e  
"a n a lo g !a  e n t i s "# in  v i r t u e  o f  which i t  i s  p o s s ib le  
f o r  us to  acq u ire  some knowledge o f  God#
As a consequence o f  th e  d i s s i m i l a r i t y  o f  e x i s t e n c e  
between God and His c r e a t io n  th e r e  i s  a d i s  s im i la r i t y  
between sp eech  r e f e r r in g  to  God and t o  th e  world#
For we exp ress  th in g s  by a term as we co n c e iv e  them 
by th e  i n t e l l e c t :  And our i n t e l l e c t ,  s in c e  i t s
knowledge o r ig in a t e s  from th e  s e n s e s ,  does not su r­
p ass  th e  mode which we f in d  in  s e n s i b l e  o b je c ts* # .#  
A ccord ingly  i n  every term employed by u s ,  th ere  i s  
im p e r fe c t io n  as regards th e  mode o f  s i g n i f i c a t i o n ,  
and im p e r fe c t io n  i s  unbecoming to  God, a lthough  th e  
th in g  s j .g n if ie d  i s  becoming to  God i n  some eminent 
way# { Z p }
So i t  i s  t h a t ,  accord ing  to  St* Thomas, when one speaks  
about God i n  wordly terms such terms are not
(J?) Aquinas, Summa T heoloR ica# I ,  3 ,  LXXXVIII, 2#
( F a irw eath er , A* M., The Word As Truth# pp. IBf#
( 3 9 ) Aquinas, Summa Contra G e n t i l e s . I ,  XXX
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p red ica te d  u n iv o c a l ly  o f  Him* l e t ,  on th e  o th er  hand,
S t .  Thomas i s  i n s i s t e n t  th a t  such terms are not pure 
e q u iv o c a t io n s  when a p p lied  t o  God*
.♦ ♦ th in g s  p red ica te d  o f  God and o th er  th in g s  
are  not a l l  pure eq u iv o ca t io n  ♦.♦ fo r  in  
em ploying th e s e  common terms we c o n s id e r  th e  order  
o f  cause and e f f e c t . . . .  I f ,  however, i t  be 
a s s e r t e d  th a t  by such l i k e  terms we o n ly  know 
o f  God what he i s  n o t ,  so tha%, t o  w i t ,  He 
be c a l l e d  l i v i n g  because He is^ not in  th e  
genus o f  inanim ate b e in g s ,  and so f o r t h ,  i t  
fo l lo w s  a t  l e a s t  th a t  l i v i n g  when s a id  o f  God 
and c r e a tu r e s  a g rees  in  th e  n eg a tio n  o f  in ­
animate b e in g :  and th u s i t  w i l l  not be a pure 
eq u ivoca tio n *  (40)
Thus, S t .  Thomas a r r iv e s  a t th e  d o c tr in e  o f  a n a lo g ia  
e n t i s  which ex p re sse s  a ' l ik e n e s s *  between God and th e  
world th a t  i s  n e i th e r  u n iv o c a l  nor e q i^ o c a l  but th a t  
i s  a n a lo g ic a l*  C on seq u en tly , knowledge and speech about 
God i s  o f  t h i s  same n a tu r e ,  i . e .  th in g s  p r e d ic a te d  o f  both  
God and w o r ld ly  e x i s t a n t s  are  p red ica te d  a n a lo g ic a l ly  r a th e r  
than u n iv o c a l ly  or e q u iv o ca lly *
I t  fo l lo w s  th e n , from what has been s a i d  th a t  
th o s e  th in g s  which are s a id  o f  God and o th er  
th in g s  are p red ica te d  n e i th e r  u n iv o c a l ly  nor 
e q u iv o c a l ly ,  but a n a lo g ic a l ly ,  th a t  i s  accord­
in g  t o  an order or r e la t io n  to  some one th in g *  (41)
(40) Ib i d . ,  I ,  XXXIII
(41) Ib id * ,  I ,  XXXIV
- 2 0 -  
Chapter 2 .
THE DOCTRINE OF TRANSCENDENCE IN THE THEOLOGY 
o f  E .L. MASCilLL.
M ascall w r i t e s  as a modern Thomist. His a f f i n i t y  
to  S t .  Thomas and C a th o lic  th e o lo g ia n s  i s  apparent, and 
h is  attem pt to  found h is  p o s i t i o n  upon th e  th eo logy  o f  
S t. Thomas i s  unm istakab le . However, ju s t  how fa r  
M a sc a ll 's  p o s i t i o n  i s  Thom istic remains to  be seen .
We have a lread y  noted  h is  l i k i n g  of S t .  Thomas' 
co sm o lo g ica l  approach, but we must se e  whether or not 
M ascall r e a l l y  a cc ep ts  the co sm o lo g ica l  argument.
We b eg in  our rev iew  of M ascall*s p o s i t i o n  by n o t in g  
a sta tem en t by F r . Garrigou-Lagrange which M ascall quotes  
w ith  a ccep ta n ce . Speaking of S t .  Thomas' f i v e  
arguments fo r  the e x i s t e n c e  o f  God, Garrigou-Lagrange  
sa y s :
The p r in c ip le  o f  t h i s  g en era l p r o o f ,  ' The 
g r e a te r  cannot a r i s e  from the l e s s ' ,  condenses  
in  e f f e c t  in to  one s i n g l e  form ula th e  p r in c ip le s  
on which our f i v e  t y p i c a l  p roo fs  r e s t :  becoming
can emerge only from d eterm inate  b e in g :  caused
b ein g  only  from uncaused being; the co n t in g e n t  
only from the n ec e ssa r y ;  the im p e r fe c t ,  com posite  
and m u lt ip le  only from the p e r f e c t ,  s im ple  and 
one; order only from an i n t e l l i g e n c e *  The 
p r in c ip le s  of the f i r s t  th re e  p ro o fs  p la ce  in  
r e l i e f  e s p e c ia l l y  the dependence o f  th e  world  
upon a c a u s e , the p r in c ip le s  o f  th e  l a s t  two i n s i s t  
on the s u p e r io r i ty  and p e r f e c t io n  o f  t h i s  cause;  
a l l  o f  them can be summed up in  t h i s  form ula:
' The g r e a te r  does not a r i s e  from the l e s s ;  only  
th e  h ig h e r  e x p la in s  the l o w e r . ' (1)
(1 )  M a sca ll ,  E. L . , He Who I s ,  p . 37
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M ascall contends th a t  a l l  the arguments b eg in  w ith  
e x i s t a n t s  and w ith  the ask ing of them proper q u estion s ,
Why do th in g s  e x i s t ?  What are t h e i r  cau ses?
C onsidering  cause in  i t s  b road est s e n se ,  M ascall n o tes  
th a t  a f i n i t e  e x i s t e n t  i s  not caused by i t s e l f ;  i t  i s  
caused by another a lready e x i s t i n g  e x i s t e n t  which i s ,  in  
tu rn , caused by a n o th er , and so  on. For example, C i s
caused by B; B i s  caused by A; etc*  But can B r e a l l y
be co n s id ered  a f i n a l  cause o f  C? M asca ll would say no, 
because B cannot even e x p la in  or cau se  i t s e l f .  Hence,
( 2 )
co n t in g e n t  being  can never be a f in a l  cause o f  a x i s t e n t s .
Thus fa r  i t  would appear th a t  M ascall com p lete ly  
fo l lo w s  S t, Thomas, but the d i f f e r e n c e  i n  M a sc a ll 's  
resta tem en t emerges when we look  a t  h is  answers t o  K ant's  
c r i t i c i s m s .  Kant p o in ted  out th a t  the n o t io n  o f  
n e c e s s i t y  employed in  reason in g  from f i n i t e ,  co n tin g en t  
th in g s  to  God, as i n f i n i t e  and u n c o n d it io n a l ,  r e q u ir e s  a 
' jump' which i s  i l l e g i t i m a t e ,  s in c e  such n e c e s s i t y  i s  one 
o f  reason  and s in c e  'cau se  and e f f e c t ' can only be known to 
apply to  f i n i t e  e x i s t e n t s .  Another way o f  ex p r e ss in g  
t h i s  p o in t  i s  to  say th a t  the argument, i f  i t  le a d s  
anywhere, only lea d s  to  the n o t io n  o f  a f i n i t e  God. For
example, i f  we proceed from C to  B t o  A t o  N (as  the
F i r s t  C ause), th en  N i s  o f  th e  same nature as A, B, and
(2) M a sc a ll ,  E. L , , E x is te n c e  And Analogy, p p .70-73
c, i . e .  f i n i t e .  I t  would appear, th en , th a t  the  
K antian o b je c t io n  fa c e s  the su pp orters  o f  th e  
co sm o lo g ica l  argument w ith  a dilemma. E ith e r  the  
n e c e s s i t y  o f  reason  which properly  a p p l ie s  to em p ir ica l  
cause and e f f e c t  le a d s  one to  a f i n i t e  f i r s t  ca u se , or 
such rea so n in g  from a f i n i t e  e f f e c t  to  an i n f i n i t e  
cause makes an i l l e g i t i m a t e  ' jump' when i t  seek s  to  
a r r iv e  a t  a n o n -c o n t ig e n t ,  u n c o n d it io n a l ,  tran scen d en t  
b e in g .
In  no u n c e r ta in  term s, M ascall r e j e c t s  the f i r s t  
horn o f  the dilemma, i . e .  th a t  God i s  f i n i t e ;  and in  
answering t h i s  o b je c t io n  he co n s id ers  the n o t io n  o f  
s u f f i c i e n t  ca u se . I s  a f i n i t e  cause s u f f i c i e n t  to  
e x p la in  c o n tin g en t  b e in gs?  M ascall answers n e g a t iv e ly ,  
fo r  ' on ly  th e  h ig h er  e x p la in s  the lo w e r ' ; and in  
support o f  h is  p o s i t i o n  he ag a in  quotes G arrigou-  
Lagrange,
The p r in c ip le  of s u f f i c i e n t  reason  ( p r in c ip e  de 
r a is o n  d ' e t r e ) does not o b l ig e  us to term in ate  
t h i s  s e r i e s  o f  a c c id e n ta l  c a u se s ,  but on ly to  
l e a v e  i t ,  to  r i s e  up to  a mover of another order ,  
not i t s e l f  moved, and in  t h i s  sen se  m o t io n le s s . 
not w ith  the im m obility  o f  p o t e n t i a l i t y  which i s  
a n te r io r  to  movement but w ith  th e  im m ob ility  o f  
the a c t  which has no need t o  become because i t  
a lread y  i s  ( immotus i n  s e  permanens) . (3 )
(3 ) M a sc a ll ,  He Who I s . p . 44
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In  the same way as regards the argument to  a 
f i r s t  ca u se , M ascall p o in ts  out th a t  th e  r e le v a n t  q u e s ­
t io n  i s  not 'Why does th e  ca u sa l  ch a in  go o n ? ' h u t  'Why 
did  i t  b eg in ? ' F urther , he in t e r p r e t s  S t .  Thomas' 
fo u r th  argument to  mean th a t  the e x i s t e n c e  o f  f i n i t e  
p e r f e c t io n s  im p lie s  the e x is t e n c e  of i n f i n i t e  
p e r f e c t io n  as t h e i r  ca u se . According to  M a sca ll ,  th en ,  
th e  whole fo r c e  o f  the co sm o lo g ica l  approach l i e s  in  the  
f a c t  th a t  f i n i t e  e x i s t a n t s  can be accounted fo r  only i f
th e ir  cause i s  o th er  than  th e m se lv e s ,  i . e . ,  n o n -c o n t in g e n t ,
( 4 )
u n con d ition a l and i n f i n i t e .  Thus, M ascall concludes
( 5 )
th a t  ' th e  f i n i t e  im p lie s  i n f i n i t u d e ' .
Now we must enquire about the other horn o f  the  
dilemma. Does the c o sm o lo g ica l  argument make an 
i l l e g i t i m a t e  'jump' from the f i n i t e  to  the i n f i n i t e ?
I s  i t  p o s s ib le  to  a r r iv e  a t  a tra n scen d en t God by 
s t a r t in g  w ith  f i n i t e  e x i s t a n t s ?  I s  an i n f i n i t e  
r e g r e s s io n  o f  f i n i t e  causes  im p o ss ib le?  The way in  
which M a sca ll  see k s  to  avoid  and answer th e s e  q u e s t io n s  
c o n tr a s t s  sh arp ly  w ith  S t .  Thomas' method and, in d eed ,  
transform s th e  c o sm o lo g ica l  argument in t o  som ething l e s s  , 
than an argument.
(4) M a sc a ll ,  E x is te n c e  And Analogy, p p .73-76
(5 ) M a sca ll ,  He Who I s . p p .63; 81
c f .  E x is te n c e  And Analogy, p p .68; 79; 85; 1 2 3 f .
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M ascall seems to  be aware o f  K ant's  c r i t i c i s m  th a t
an i n f i n i t e  r e g r e s s  cannot be shown to  be im p o s s ib le ,
and, in d eed , M asca ll contends th a t  the r e g r e s s - fo r m ,
which S t ,  Thomas adopts from A r i s t o t l e ' s  P h y s ic s . i s
not e s s e n t i a l  to  the Thomist p o s i t i o n .  He p o in ts  out
th a t  the r e g r e s s - fo r m  i s  not used a t  a l l  i n  S t ,  Thomas'
fo u r th  argument and th a t  modern exponents o f  S t ,  Thomas
( 6 )
p la ce  l i t t l e  emphasis upon the r e g r e s s - fo r m . What i s
a s s e r te d  i s  th a t  n e i th e r  f i n i t e  b e in g s ,  nor a f i n i t e
ca u sa l ch a in , nor a f i n i t e  f i r s t  cause i n  such a chain
i s  s u f f i c i e n t  to  account f o r  f i n i t u d e .  Hence, M ascall
approves of th e  fo l lo w in g  c o n c lu s io n  o f  R,P, P h i l l i p s :
I t  i s  c l e a r  th a t  any e x i s t i n g  b e in g  which can 
ce a se  to  e x i s t  does not c o n ta in  i n  i t s e l f t h e  
reason  o f  i t s  own e x i s t e n c e ,  and must th e r e fo r e  
d e r iv e  i t s  reason  o f  being from som ething e l s e ;  
and, i n  the long run, from a b ein g  which e x i s t s  
o f  i t s e l f ;  fo r  we cannot proceed to  i n f i n i t y  in  
a s e r i e s  o f  b e in gs  which d e r iv e  t h e i r  reason  o f  
b e in g  from some o th e r .  To suppose th a t  some 
c o n t in g e n t  b e in g ,  or th e  s e r i e s  of such b e in g s ,  
i s  e t e r n a l ,  does not in  any way account fo r  t h e ir  
e x i s t e n c e ,  or r e l i e v e  us o f  the n e c e s s i t y  o f  
demanding a n ecessa ry  being  as th e  cause of such  
e te r n a l  e x i s t e n c e .  Even i f  the s e r i e s  i s  e t e r n a l ,  
i t  i s  e t e r n a l ly  i n s u f f i c i e n t ,  (7)
M ascall l ik e n s  the tr u th  of the r e j e c t i o n  o f  an
i n f i n i t e  r e g r e s s io n  to  the t r u th  o f  a s ig n  marked 'No
(6) M a sc a ll ,  E x is te n c e  And A nalogy. p , 77
(7) M a sc a ll ,  He Who I s ,  p p ,4 8 f .
Thoroughfare' - - -  not th a t  we cannot e n te r ,  but th a t  i f
we do e n te r ,  we g e t  no nearer  our d e s t in a t io n .  So, he
con ten d s , w ith  the co sm o lo g ica l  argument the im portant
p o in t  i s  "not th a t  we cannot proceed to i n f i n i t y ,  but
th a t  i t  does n ot g e t  us any nearer the s o lu t io n  o f  our
( 8 )
problem i f  we d o , "
N otw ithstand in g  t h i s  p o in t ,  one i s  not p erm itted  to  
deny th e  p o s s i b i l i t y  o f  an i n f i n i t e  r e g r e s s io n  sim ply  
because i t  does not g e t  one any nearer the s o lu t io n  o f  
o n e 's  problem; and, in  p o in t  of f a c t ,  M ascall does not  
seek  to  save  the co sm o lo g ica l  argument by such a d e n ia l .  
Indeed , the co sm o lo g ic a l  approach which he employs does  
n ot seek  to  prove God's e x i s t e n c e ,  M asca ll p r e fe r s  to  
c a l l  the 'F iv e  Ways' o f  S t ,  Thomas a 'm onstration* ra th e r
(9)
than a 'd em on stra tion ' o f  God's e x i s t e n c e .
Whether we d e sc r ib e  th e  co sm o lo g ica l  approach 
i t s e l f  as an argument depends m ainly on how th e  
word "argument" i s  d e f in e d .  I t s  crux c o n s i s t s  
not i n  a p ro cess  o f  l o g i c a l  d ed u ction  but in  an 
apprehension , naiiiely the apprehension  o f  f i n i t e  
b e in g s  as e f f e c t  im p ly in g  (o r ,  b e t t e r ,  
m a n ife s t in g )a  tran scen d en t c a u s e . ( 10)
The F iv e  Ways are not so  much s y l l o g i s t i c  
p roofs  th a t  f i n i t e  b e in g  i s  o f  t h i s  type (b e in g  
whose e x i s t e n c e  i s  not n e c e s s i t a t e d  by i t s  
e sse n c e )  as d is  eu ss io n s  o f  f i n i t e  b e in g  ’sh ic h  
may h e lp  us to  apprehend th a t  i t  i s .  Considered
(8) M a sc a ll ,  E x is te n c e  And Analogy, p ,73
(9 ) I b i d , , p ,9 0
(10) Ibid,, p ,89
as p roo fs  they may w e l l  seem to  he c i r c u l a r , , . .
I t  must be added th a t  even when we have  
re co g n iz ed  th a t  f i n i t e  b ein g  i s  o f  t h i s  ty p e ,  
the p ro ce ss  by which we go on to  a f f ir m  th e  
e x i s t e n c e  o f  God i s  hard ly  to  be d e sc r ib e d  as 
a 'proof* in  th e  u su a l sen se  of th a t  term.
The e x i s t e n c e  o f  b e in g  i n  which e s se n c e  and 
e x i s t e n c e  are r e a l l y  d i s t i n c t  does n ot  
l o g i c a l l y  imply the e x i s t e n c e  o f  a b ein g  in  
which e s se n c e  and e x i s t e n c e  are  r e a l l y  i d e n t i c a l .  
We can, o f  c our s e ,  put the argument from f i n i t e  
to  i n f i n i t e  in  a s y l l o g i s t i c  form, but when we do 
so we are not so  much d e s c r ib in g  the p ro cess  by 
which we have passed  from the r e c o g n it io n  o f th e  
f i n i t e  to  the a f f ir m a t io n  of the i n f i n i t e  as 
co n v in c in g  o u r s e lv e s  th a t  th e  t r a n s i t i o n  was not
i n  f a c t  u n rea so n ab le  the primary requirem ent
i f  we are to  pass from the r e c o g n i t io n  of the  
f i n i t e  to  th e  a f f ir m a t io n  of the i n f i n i t e  i s  not  
th a t  we s h a l l  be s k i l l e d  in  the m an ip u la tion  o f  
A r i s t o t e l i a n  l o g i c  but th a t  we s h a l l  grasp in  i t s  
o n t o lo g ic a l  r e a l i t y  the a c t  by which f i n i t e  
e x i s t e n t s  e x i s t ,  ( 1 1 ) ,
We may con c lu d e , th e r e fo r e ,  th a t  M ascall *s cosmo«--
lo g ic a l  approach i s  not so  much based upon argument as
upon "the r e c o g n it io n  th a t  in  f i n i t e  b e in gs  e ssen ce  and
e x is t e n c e  are r e a l l y  d i s t i n c t ,  th a t i s ,  th a t  th e r e  i s
n oth in g  i n  t h e i r  e ssen ce  th a t  n e c e s s i t a t e s  t h e i r  
( 12)
existence,"  C onsequently , fo r  M a sca ll ,  the f i v e  ways
are not "so much f i v e  dem onstrations o f  the e x i s t e n c e  o f
God as f i v e  d i f f e r e n t  methods o f  m a n ife s t in g  the 'ra^dical
( 13  )
dependence o f  f i n i t e  being  upon G o d , , , , , "
Furthermore, M a sc a ll 's  approach r e s t s  not so much
(11) I b i d , , p p ,7 8 f ,
(12) I b i d , , p p .6 8 f ,
(13) I b i d . ,  p . 71
(14)
Upon discursive reason as upon i n t u i t i v e  reason.
I t  i s  h i s  c o n te n t io n  th a t  when one con tem plates  f i n i t e
b e in g s ,  one f in d s  no answer in  th em se lves  to  th e  q u e s t io n
o f  why they e x i s t  and i s  l e d  to  accep t the e x is t e n c e  o f  a
N ecessary  B eing , According to  M ascall such a p rocess  i s
not an argument o f l o g i c  but a m atter of r i g h t l y  compre-
(15)
hending f i n i t e  b e in g ,  i , e ,  a m atter of r e c o g n iz in g  f i n i t e  
being  as ' e f f e c t - im p ly in g - c a u s e * , In  a s e n s e ,  M ascall  
seek s  to  s id e s t e p  Kant * s o b je c t io n ,  Kant c r i t i c i z e d  the  
v a l i d i t y  o f  i n f e r e n t i a l  r e a s o n 's  a r r iv a l  a t  God, and 
M ascall s h i f t s  th e  b a s is  o f  the co sm o lo g ica l  approach  
from i n f e r e n t i a l  rea so n  to  ' i n t u i t i v e  r e a s o n ' .  However, 
in  s p i t e  o f  t h i s  move, i t  would appear th a t  one o f  K ant's  
c r i t i c i s m s  rem ains, v i z .  th a t  when such a s h i f t  i s  made, 
the p o s i t i o n  becomes one th a t  can be m i t h e r  proved nor 
d isp roved  by appeal to  rea so n .
In  order to  adequately  understand and ev a lu a te  
M a s c a ll ' s  approach we must look  a t  h i s  c o n te n t io n  th a t  
man has the power o f i n t u i t i v e  reason  which en ab les  him 
to  a r r iv e  a t  God by contem plating  f i n i t e  e x i s t e n t s .  
M ascall makes i t  q u ite  c le a r  th a t  he c o n s id e r s  man to  
have such a c a p a b i l i t y .
(14) M a sc a ll ,  He Who I s ,  p p .74; 83-93
(15) I b i d , , pp.eof.
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. . . t h e  human mind, ju s t  because i t  ^  a mind, i s  
e s s e n t i a l l y  adapted fo r  the understanding o f  b e in g  
as such. . . i t  remains tru e  th a t  the mind i s  not 
only a b le  t o  apprehend the mere e x i s t e n c e  o f  f i n i t e  
b ein gs  and t h e ir  e x te r n a l  p r o p e r t ie s ,  but i t  i s  
a ls o  cap ab le  i n  some degree o f  comprehending them, 
o f  e n te r in g  i n t o  t h e i r  in n er  e s se n c e  and making them 
i t s  own, o f  r e c o g n iz in g  not only t h e i r  but
a ls o  whereon th a t  f in i t u d e  r e s t s .  I f  we p e r c e iv e  
f i n i t e  b e in g s  as they a c t u a l ly  are , we should  
p e r c e iv e  them as the cr ea tu res  o f  God. And i f  
we do so p e r c e iv e  th em .. .w e  s h a l l  i n  p e r c e iv in g  them 
r e c o g n iz e  the e x i s t e n c e  o f  the God whom we cannot 
p e r c e i v e , (16)
However, i f  we ask o f  M ascall why or how i t  i s  th a t
the mind can perform the act o f  ' in t u i t in g *  God's
e x i s t e n c e  as the ground o f  the e x i s t e n c e  o f  f i n i t e  b e in g s ,
th en  he sim ply rep ea ts  h i s  c la im  th a t  the mind does have
such power. Indeed , he contends th a t  th e  b a s ic  meaning
o f  ' i n t e l l e c t ' - -fro m  in tu a  l e g e r e .
. . . I m p l ie s ,  not to  read in to  i t s  o b je c t s  
q u a l i t i e s  th a t  are not r e a l l y  t h e r e ,  as a l l  the  
Ka n tia n s  and q u a s i-K a n t ians te a c h ,  but t o  read  
th a t  which i s  w ith in  them, to  e x tr a c t  from them, 
however p a r t i a l l y  and im p e r f e c t ly ,  t h e i r  i n t e l l i g i b l e  
c o n te n t .  (17)
M ascall b ases  h i s  c la im  upon Fr. D 'A rcy' s book.
Nature o f  B e l i e f . D'Arcy c a l l s  t h i s  i n t u i t i v e  reason ,
' i n t e r p r e t a t i o n ';  and he d e s c r ib e s ,  though he does not  
e x p la in ,  how i t  fu n c t io n s .
(16) I b i d . ,  p p .7 3 f .
(17) I b i d . ,  p . 84
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J u st  as the o b je c t  o f  s e n se  p r e se n ts  i t s e l f  to  
us as one w h ole , so to o  we grasp the f u l l  t a l e  
o f  the prem ises and the c o n c lu s io n  per modum 
u n iu s , 'by a s o r t  o f  i n t u i t i v e  p e r c e p t io n  o f  
the l e g i t im a t e  c o n c lu s io n  in  and through the  
p rem ise s ,  not by a form al j u x t a p o s i t io n  of  
p r o p o s i t i o n s ' ,  ( 1 8 ) ,
What M ascall and D'Arcy are r e a l l y  con tend ing  i s
th a t  the mind has a power ( ' i n t u i t i v e  rea so n ' or
' i n t e r p r e t a t i o n ' )  th a t  s e e s  i n  prem ises a c o n c lu s io n
th a t  i s  not a rr iv e d  a t  simply by in fe r e n c e  caE' l o g i c .
R ather, the mind, i n  p e r c e iv in g  e x i s t e n t s ,  ' i n t u i t s '
or ' i n t e r p r e t s '  the e x i s t e n c e  o f  God, F u rth er , i t  i s
contended th a t  t h i s  o p e ra t io n  o f  the mind, l i k e  other
o p era t io n s  o f  the mind, i s  a r e l i a b l e ,  though not
(19)
i n f a l l i b l e ,  instrum ent o f  knowledge. Of co u rse ,
M ascall r e a l i z e s  th a t  not everyone ' i n t u i t s ' the e x is t e n c e
o f  God, and he seek s  to  e x p la in  th is  f a c t  by arguing th a t
not everyone makes u se  o f  t h i s  power. In deed , he contends
th a t  such ' i n t u i t i o n  o f  God' r e q u ire s  of one d i l i g e n c e  to
i n v e s t i g a t e  the q u e s t io n  o f  b e in g ,  h u m ility  to  s e e  b e in gs
and h im s e lf  as f i n i t e ,  and courage to  a c t  upon such
( 20 )
' s e e in g ' when i t  i s  a cq u ired . Thus M ascall c o n c lu d e s !
(18) I b i d . ,  p p .8 6 f ,
(19) I b i d . ,  p . 86
(20) I b i d . ,  p . 77
Provided th a t  we put o u r se lv e s  i n  th e  r ig h t  
frame of mind f o r  s e e in g  th in g s  as they r e a l l y  
a re— and t h i s ,  o f  cou rse , i n  p r a c t ic e  in v o lv e s  
a r e a l  e f f o r t  of moral and i n t e l l e c t u a l  
i n t e g r i t y —we can grasp  the f a c t  o f  God's 
e x i s t e n c e  as the ground o f the e x i s t e n c e  o f  the  
b e in g s  under our c o n s id e r a t io n  w ith  j u s t  as much 
c e r t a in t y  as we p e r c e iv e  the b e in g s  th e m s e lv e s . (2 L )
I t  would appear th a t  o n e 's  e v a lu a t io n  o f t h i s  approach
w i l l  depend upon w hether or n ot one a c c e p ts  the a b i l i t y
of ' i n t u i t i v e  re a so n ' to  pass from f i n i t e  b e in g s  to  S e l f -
s u b s i s t e n t  B eing , That a g r e a t  many p eop le  do not make
t h i s  t r a n s i t i o n  must be ad m itted , and we must ask
whether th e  mind p o s s e s s e s  such a b i l i t y  s i n c e  both
M ascall and D'Arcy do l i t t l e  more than  a s s e r t  th a t  the
mind does have t h i s  c a p a b i l i t y ,  M a sc a ll ,  h im s e l f ,
c r i t i z e s  r e l i g i o n  based upon ex p er ien ce  as "w hile  i t  may
be co m p le te ly  co n v in c in g  to  th o se  who have i t ,  i t  i s
( 22)
incommunicable to  th ose  who have n o t ,"  May i t  not be
sa id  w ith  equal t r u th  th a t  the i n t u i t i v e - r a t i o n a l
approach employed by M ascall i s  r e le v a n t  on ly  to  th o se
who are a b le  to  use such i n t u i t i v e  reason? At any r a t e ,
as an argument, the method i s  not con v in c in g  t o  a l l
p e o p le ,  vdio would c la im  t o  be r e a so n a b le ,  r a t io n a l ,  and
(23)
p o sse s se d  o f  a 'mind i n  a h e a lth y  and v ig o ro u s  s t a t e ' .
(21 ) I b i d . ,  p . 75
(22) I b i d . ,  p . 29
(23) I b i d . ,  p . 85
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i t  would, fu r t h e r ,  appear th a t  M a s c a ll ' s  
c o sm o lo g ic a l  method attem pts to  carry the f o r c e  o f  th e  
co sm o lo g ica l  argument w h ile  see k in g  to  avoid  i t s  
w eak n esses . Moreover, i t  would appear th a t  i t  f a i l s  
i n  both  endeavours, M ascall admits th a t  the c h ie f  va lu e  
of h i s  approach i s  n o t  argu m entative , but th a t  i t s  major 
u s e fu ln e s s  l i e s  i n  " s t im u la t in g  the mind to  examine 
f i n i t e  b e in g s  w ith  such a t t e n t io n  and understanding  th a t  
i t  grasps them in  t h e ir  tr u e  o n t o lo g ic a l  nature as
dependent upon God, and so grasps God's e x i s t e n c e  as
(24)
t h e ir  C reator ."  N otw ithstand in g  t h i s  ad m ission ,
M ascall contends th a t  the a c t  of i n t u i t i v e  reason  i s
b a s i c a l l y  a reason a b le  a c t  and th a t  i t  i s  h e lp f u l  t o
s t a t e  th e  c o sm o lo g ica l  approach in  argum entative form.
Indeed , he s e e s  a t h r e e - f o ld  fu n c t io n  o f  such a
p r e s e n ta t io n .
. . . i t  can. . .d o  som ething to  put us i n  the frame 
o f mind i n  which the apprehension  o f  f i n i t e  
b e in g s  in  t h e i r  dependence upon God i s  p o s s ib le ;  
i t  can con vin ce  us th a t  such ap preh en sion , when 
i t  has occurred , i s  n ot to  be d ism isse d  as an 
i l l u s i o n ,  and i t  can e lu c id a te  i t s  natu re  and 
co n ten t so  fa r  as th a t  i s  p o s s ib l e .  (25)
However, i t  appears to  us th a t  M a s c a l l ' s  approach
not only r e l in q u is h e s  the fo r c e  o f  a form al argument but
(24) I b i d . ,  p . 80
(25) M a sc a ll ,  E x is te n c e  And Analogy, p . 90
t h a t ,  as d e s c r ip t io n ,  i t  t r e a t s  a mental fu n c t io n  which
many people who h o n e s t ly  contem plate e x i s t e n t s  are
unable to  f in d  in  th e m se lv e s .  Thus, we may wonder i f
h i s  approach's fu n c t io n  o f  p u t t in g  a person  i n  th e  proper
frame o f mind t o  apprehend God as the ground o f  f i n i t e
b e in gs  does n o t  a l s o  f a i l .  In  h i s  book, C h r is t . The
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C h r is t ia n  and The Church. M ascall s t r e s s e s  th e  need fo r
grace to  e l e v a t e  n a tu r e ,  as w e l l  as t o e  om plete n a tu re ,
i n  order th a t  God's r e v e la t io n  might be r e c e iv e d  by men.
We may ask i f  in  h is  treatm ent o f  the m ind's a r r iv in g  a t
th e  e x i s t e n c e  o f  God M ascall does not n e g le c t  the
im portance o f  fa i th -b e s to w in g  grace  which i s  n ecessary
fo r  the mind to  be ab le  to  ' i n t u i t ' God* M ascall
co n s id e rs  th a t  a man who does not apprehend God's
e x is t e n c e  through f i n i t e  b e in g  f a i l s  to  do so sim ply
because he " p e r s i s t s  i n  l i m i t i n g  h is  gaze  to  th e
(27)
phenomenal su r fa c e  o f  r e a l i t y . " I t  appears to  us th a t  
t h i s  judgment does l e s s  than j u s t i c e  t o  such men's 
h on esty  and to  God's g ra c e . Thus, we conclude th a t as 
a d e s c r ip t io n  o f f i n i t e  b e in g  as seen  i n  f a i t h ,  M a sc a ll 's  
method may w e l l  f u l f i l l  i t s  two fu n c t io n s  o f  con v in cin g  
us th a t  f a i t h  r ig h t ly  apprehends the w orld , and o f  
e lu c id a t in g  the nature and co n ten t o f  th i s  apprehension .
(26) M a sc a ll ,  E, L . , C h r is t .  The C h r is t ia n  And the
Church. p p .ëâ S ff .
(27) M a sc a ll . ' ' E x is t ence And Analogy. p . 90
but as an argument o f  as a d e s c r ip t io n  o f  the n atu ra l
mind's a b i l i t y  t o  apprehend God as the ground o f f i n i t e
b e in g ,  M a sc a l l 's  co sm o lo g ica l  approach i s  open to
damaging o b j e c t io n s .
We have contended th a t  M ascall does not r e a l l y
fo l lo w  St. Thomas ' argum entative method by which to
a r r iv e  a t God as th e  ground o f f i n i t e  e x i s t e n t s .
S t i l l ,  b oth  S t .  Thomas and M ascall a f f ir m  th a t  the
co sm o lo g ica l  approach le a d s  one to  a s s e r t  (1 )  th a t
God e x i s t s ,  and (2) th a t  God cau ses the e x i s t e n c e  of
(28)
f i n i t e  b e in g s ;  and i t  i s  t h i s  common c o n c lu s io n  th a t  
accounts fo r  M a s c a ll 's  c l o s e  fo l lo w in g  o f  S t .  Thomas as 
regards h i s  treatm ent o f  the problem o f  knowledge or 
speech  about a tran scen d en t God. We have a lrea d y  noted  
S t .  Thomas* treatm ent o f  the a n a lo g ia  e n t i s . and now ins 
s h a l l  need to  lo o k  a t M a sc a ll 's  c o n s id e r a t io n  o f analogy.
The d o c tr in e  o f  analogy r e s t s  upon th a t  o f  c r e a t io n ,  
so we must f i r s t  loo k  a t M a sc a ll 's  trea tm en t o f  the  
d o c tr in e  o f  c r e a t io n .  Here, a g a in , we see  the id e a  o f  
a tr a n sc e n d e n t ,  S e l f - e x i s t e n t  B eing, According to  
M a sca ll ,  God cr ea ted  the world out o f  lo v e ,  not out o f  
any need . To show God's independence o f  the world he
( 2 8 )  I b i d . ,  p . 87
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borrows two q u asi-m ath em atica l eq u ations from Dr,
(29)
W illiam  Temple,
God -  th e  World w God; The World -  God 0
These eq u a tion s  exp ress  the f a c t  th a t  iRhereas th e  world
i s  dependent on God, i t  i s  not n ecessary  fo r  God,
N e ith er  i s  God in c r e a se d  by the w o r ld 's  c r e a t io n  ror
would He be l e s s  than He i s  w ithout the w orld . F urther ,
God was under no n e c e s s i t y  to  c r e a te  the world , and ju s t
f o r  t h i s  r e a so n , God's lo v e  i s  most m a n ife s t  in  His
c r e a t in g  and p rese rv in g  th e  w orld . Again , because
th ere  i s  no n e c e s s i t y  fo r  God's c r e a t in g  the w orld , we
cannot say why He did  i t ,  fo r  i f  a reason  cou ld  be g iv e n
to the 'why' o f  God's w i l l i n g  to  c r ea te  th e  w orld , then
God's w i l l  would no lo n g er  be e n t i r e ly  f r e e .  Nor are
the im p e r fe c t io n s  in  th e  world  t o  be co n s id ered  a
hindrance in  a r r iv in g  a t God as th e  w o r ld 's  c r e a to r ;  on
the co n tr a ry , i t  i s  p r e c i s e ly  the 'c h a r a c te r  o f  com plete
u n - s e l f - s u f f i c i e n c y ' o f  f i n i t e  being which le a d s  one to
( 20 )
a S e l f - s u f f i c i e n t  cau se .
We b eg in  our c o n s id e r a t io n  o f  M asca ll*s  treatm ent  
o f analogy proper by n o t in g  how he e x p la in s  the meanings 
o f  the term s, 'u n iv o c a l ' ,  ' e q u iv o c a l ' ,  and ' a n a lo g i c a l ' .
(29) M a sc a ll ,  He Who I s . p. 97
(30) I b i d . ,  p p .95-112
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A word i s  a p p lied  u n iv o c a l ly  when, a p p lied  to  two th in g s ,  
i t  bears the same se n se  i n  both  a p p l i c a t io n s .  For 
example, even i f  Carlo i s  a g r e a t  Dane and Fido a 
Pomeranian, the term 'dog* means the same when a p p lie d  to 
e i t h e r  or b o th , A term i s  used  e q u iv o c a l ly  when, 
a p p lied  to  two t h in g s ,  i t  bears two d i f f e r e n t  meanings.
For example, the term 'mug' i s  a p p lied  e q u iv o c a l ly  to  
a d r in k in g  u t e n s i l  and to  the v ic t im  o f  a fra u d . A 
term i s  employed a n a lo g ic a l ly  when, a p p lied  to  two 
t h in g s ,  i t  bears a meaning th a t  i s  n e i th e r  w holly  
d i f f e r e n t  nor y e t  w h o lly  th e  same in  both  a p p l i c a t io n s .
For example, the term 'h e a l t h y ' i s  a n a lo g ic a l ly  p r e d ic a te d
o f  Mr, Jones because he en joys h e a l th  and o f  Skegness
(31)
because i t  induces h e a l t h .
The d o c tr in e  o f  analogy f in d s  i t s  g r e a t e s t  
im portance and com plex ity  in  co n n ec t io n  w ith  on e 's  
thought and speech  con cern in g  God, To say th a t  Carlo  
and F ido  are both dogs means th a t  the q u a l i t i e s  which  
d i s t i n g u i s h  them as dogs are e x t r i n s i c  to  c a n in ity  as 
such. But God, as S e l f - e x i s t e n t  B e in g , and f i n i t e  
b e in g s ,  a l i k e ,  have e x i s t e n c e .  B ein g , t h e r e f o r e ,  i s  
not a genus which may be d iv id e d  in to  s p e c i e s ,  i , e ,
(31) M a sc a ll ,  E x i s t ence And Analogy, p . 97
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th er e  i s  n oth in g  e x t r i n s i c  to  b e in g  th a t  a l lo w s  one to
d i s t i n g u i s h  between th e  being  o f God and the b e in g  o f
(32)
f i n i t e  e x i s t e n t s  (such as i n  the genus 'can ine*  th er e  
are s p e c ie s  o f  Pomeranians and Danes, th e  e x i s t e n c e  o f  
which a llo w s  one to  d i s t i n g u i s h  one typ e o f  dog from  
the o th e r ) .  This means th a t  analogy duorum ad te r t iu m  
( "the analogy th a t  h o ld s  betw een two b e in g s  i n  
consequence of th e  r e l a t i o n  each o f them bears to  a 
th ir d " ,  e . g .  th e  analogy between a Pomeranian and a 
Dane i n  consequence o f  the r e la t i o n  each bears to  
c a n in i t y )  can have l i t t l e  or no a p p l i c a t io n  t o  God and 
c r e a tu r e s  b ecau se  th e r e  i s  no ' t h ir d '  a n teced en t to  
b e in g ,  nor are th ere  any s p e c ie s  o f b e in g .  T h erefore ,  
as regard s God and c r e a t io n ,  analogy un ius ad a l terum  
( one to  another) must be employed. However, when we 
use  analogy u n ius ad a lterum  a t t r i b u t i v e l y , ( e . g .  when 
we a t t r ib u t e  goodness found in  man, as the prime 
a n a lo g a te ,  tc God, as the secondary a n a lo g a te ) ,  and 
co n s id e r  th e  analogy between God and f i n i t e  b e in g s  due 
to  the r e l a t i o n  o f  cause and e f f e c t ,  we need not be 
sa y in g  an yth in g  more than th a t  th e  p e r f e c t io n  i n  the  
secondary an a lo g a te  i s  a v i r t u a l  one, ( e , g ,  i n  such
( 3 2 )  I b i d . ,  p , 9 9
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a t t r i b u t i o n ,  tlie word * good* a p p lied  to  God need not
mean any more than t h a t  He i s  a b le  to  produce human
(33)  
g o o d n ess) ,
On the o th er  hand, analogy unius ad alteru ia  used
’p r o p o r t io n a l ly ’ "im plies th a t  th e  analogue under
d i s c u s s io n  i s  found fo rm ally  in  each o f  th e  a n a lo g a te s ,
but in  a mode th a t  i s  determ ined by the nature o f  th e
(34)
analogat© i t s e l f , " For example,
assuming th a t  l i f e  i s  an analogous and 
not a u n iv o c a l  con cep t, i t  i s  a s s e r t e d  th a t  
cabbages, e le p h a n ts ,  men and God each p o sse s s  
l i f e  fo r m a lly  ( th a t  i s  each o f them i s ,  q u ite  
l i t e r a l l y  and u n m eta p h o r ica lly , a l i v e ) , but 
the cabbage p o s s e s s e s  l i f e  in  the mode proper  
to  a c a b b a g e ,, , th e  man in  th a t  proper to a 
man, and God in  th a t supreme and by us 
unim aginable mode proper to  s e l f - e x i s t e n t  
Being i t s e l f . (35)
M ascall e x p re sse s  t h i s  r e l a t i o n  i n  the fo l lo w in g
(36)
q u asi-m ath em atica l form:
l i f e  o f  cabbage l i f e  of man
esse n c e  o f  cabbage e ssen ce  of man
In  t h i s  formula ’w’ means not ’ i s  e q u iv a le n t  t o ’ but 
means ’ a s ’ , e x p r e ss in g  a p ro p o rt io n , i . e .  th e  l i f e  o f  
a cabbage i s  to  the e s se n c e  o f  a cabbage as the l i f e
(33) I b i d . , p . 103
(34) I b i d . , p. 104
(35) I b i d . , p. 104
(36) I b i d . , p . 105
of a man ^  the e s se n c e  of a man. The problem now
a r i s e s  th a t  i f  does not mean ’i s  e q u iv a le n t  t o ’ ,
then  i s  th e r e  an yth in g  common to  the l i f e  o f  a cabbage
and th e  l i f e  o f  a man. This problem i s  se e n
p a r t i c u la r ly  a c u te ly  when one speaks a n a lo g ic a l ly  o f
(37)
God, In  the form ula ,
l i f e  o f  man l i f e  o f  God
e sse n c e  o f  man e sse n c e  of God
we are s t i l l  l e f t  w ith  th e  q u e s t io n  o f  whether th ere  i s  
anyth ing  common to  th e  l i f e  o f man and the l i f e  of God. 
The analogy o f  p r o p o r t io n a l i ty  does n ot make t h i s  
c e r t a in ,  so  M ascall contends th a t  a n a lo g ic a l  p r e d ic t io n  
between man and God i s  p o s s ib le  only by a com bination  
o f  a t t r i b u t i v e  and p r o p o r t io n a l  analogy u n ius ad 
alterum . Thus, i n  comparing th e  l i f e  o f  God and man, 
we a t t r ib u t e  l i f e  see n  i n  man to  God, but not  
u n iv o c a l ly ,  fo r  the l i f e  o f  God i s  in  accordance with  
His nature as S e l f - e x i s t e n t  B eing, and the l i f e  o f  man 
i s  i n  accordance w ith  man’s natu re  as c r e a tu r e ,  i . e .  as a 
b eing  whose e s se n c e  and e x i s t e n c e  are not n e c e s s a r i ly  th e  
same, who may e x i s t  but #ho does n ot have t o  e x i s t ,
( 3 7 )  I b i d . ,  p . 109
(38)
whose e x i s t e n c e  i s  d e r iv e d ,
M ascall a ls o  o f f e r s  a s o lu t io n  to  the q u e s t io n  o f
how we speak a n a lo g ic a l ly  o f the l i f e  o f a cabbage and
o f  th e  l i f e  o f  a man. S in ce  both a cabbage and a man
are a n a lo g a te s  i n  an analogy o f  a t t r ib u t i o n  unius ad
alterum  to  God, a cabbage and a man are l in k e d  by
analogy duorum ad t e r t iu m , God’ s r e l a t i o n  to  each
c o n s t i t u t i n g ’th e  t h i r d ’ , M ascall g iv e s  the fo l lo w in g
(39)
f ig u r e  to  i l l u s t r a t e  h .i& |p o a it io n ,
cf
^ f f i e  ^j S  c f  0 0  d  (/fA ^ £ x q
M ascall co n c lu d es .
Without analogy o f  p r o p o r t io n a l i ty  i t  i s  very  
d o u b tfu l whether the a t t r ib u t e s  # i i o h  we 
p r e d ic a te  o f  God can be a scr ib ed  t o  him in  more 
than a v i r t u a l  se n se ;  w ithout analogy o f  
a t t r ib u t io n  i t  hard ly  seems p o s s ib le  to  avoid  
a g n o s t ic ism * (40)
Thus, M a s c a l l ’ s p o s i t i o n  combines analogy o f  




I b i d . ,  p p .109-111  
I b i d . ,  p p ,1 1 8 f .  
I b i d . , p . 113
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of a t t r ib u t io n  seek s  to  save one from sp eak in g  o f  God 
e q u iv o c a l ly ,  and analogy of p r o p o r t io n a l i t y  seeks to  
save one from speaking of God u n iv o c a l ly .  We have 
seen  th a t  th is  i s  p r e c i s e ly  what St* Thomas means by 
analogy *
Up to  now, our c o n s id e r a t io n  o f  M a sc a ll ’ s
treatm ent o f  analogy has d e a l t  w ith  the problem of
ex p re ss in g  the tran scen d en t i n  terms o f  the f i n i t e ;
but now we must note th a t  the method o f  analogy does
not merely d ea l w ith  con cepts  o f  e s s e n c e s ,  b u t ,  as
concerns God, w ith  e x i s t e n c e .  As, M ascall ex p resse s
i t ,  so  fa r  we have d e a l t  w ith  the q u e s t io n ,  "How can
an i n f i n i t e ,  n ecessa ry  and immutable Being be
d escr ib ed  i n  terms th a t  are d er iv ed  from th e  f i n i t e ,
c o n t in g e n t  and mutable world?"* But, the a n te r io r
q u e s t io n  i s  "How i s  the p o s s i b i l i t y  o f  our apply ing
to  th e  i n f i n i t e  Being terms th a t  are d er iv ed  from the
f i n i t e  order co n d it io n e d  by th e  f a c t  th a t  th e  f i n i t e
order i s  dependent fo r  i t s  very e x i s t e n c e  on the f i a t
(41)
o f  th e  i n f i n i t e  and s e l f - e x i s t e n t  Being?"*
In  t h i s  co n n e c t io n , i t  i s  n ecessa ry  fo r  us to
( 4 1 )  I b i d * ,  p . 116
—41*"
r e c a l l  th e  c o n c lu s io n  at which M ascall a r r iv e s
fo l lo w in g  h is  co sm o lo g ica l approach* In deed , th is
c o n c lu s io n  i s  the same as S t ,  Thomas* c o n c lu s io n ,  -■
th a t  God i s  S e l f - e x i s t e n t  B ein g , th a t  God’ s e sse n c e
i s  to  e x i s t ,  th a t  i n  God e sse n c e  and e x i s t e n c e  are
one. Thus, M ascall quotes G ilso n  as sa y in g :
We must o b serv e , i n  f a c t ,  th a t  in  the ca se  
o f  God, every judgment, even i f  i t  has th e  
appearance of a judgment o f  a t t r i b u t i o n ,  i s  
in  r e a l i t y  a judgment o f  e x i s t e n c e .  When 
we sp eak , w ith  r e fe r e n c e  to  Him, o f  e s se n c e  
or su b sta n ce  or goodness or wisdom, we are  
doing n o th in g  more th an  r e p e a t in g  about Him;
He i s  e s s e . That i s  why His name par 
e x c e l le n c e  i s  Qui e s t , (42)
M a sc a ll ,  h im s e l f ,  ex p resse s  th is  p o in t  i n  the
fo l lo w in g  way:
S in ce  in  God e s se n c e  and e x i s t e n c e  are  
i d e n t i c a l ,  any a s s e r t io n  about God’ s 
e s se n c e  i s  a t  the same time an a s s e r t io n  
about e x i s t e n c e ;  anyth ing  which i s  
affirm ed  to  be in c lu d ed  in  God’ s natu re  
i s  a t  th e  same tim e affirm ed  to  e x i s t ,  
and indeed  to  be s e l f - e x i s t e n t , (43)
One l a s t  diagram may h e lp  to  make t h i s  p o in t  
(44 )  
c le a r e r .
(42) I b id * ,  p . 117
(43) I b i d . ,  p ,119
(44) I b i d , , p ,120
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goodness of f i n i t e  b e in g  goodness o f  God
f i n i t e  being  God
S in ce  the fo u r th  term o f t h i s  p r o p o r t io n , God, i s
eq u iv a le n t  to  n ecessary  B ein g , t h i s  means th a t  i n
a s s e r t in g  a concept of a n a lo g ic a l  p ro p o rtio n  ( th e
goodness o f  God i s  in  accordance w ith  th e  nature o f  God
as the goodness o f  a f i n i t e  b e in g  i s  in  accordance w ith
the nature of a f i n i t e  b e in g ) ,  one n e c e s s a r i ly  a ff irm s
the e x i s t e n c e  o f  d iv in e  goodness* Furthermore,
a n a lo g ic a l  a t t r i b u t i o n  i s  p o s s ib le  i n  such an a n a lo g ic a l
p ro p o rtio n  due to  the r e l a t i o n  o f  f i n i t e  b e in g  to  God
which i s  a s s e r te d  by M a s c a l l ’s co sm o lo g ica l  approach,
t h i s  r e l a t i o n  b e in g  one o f  u n i la t e r a l  dependence*
Thus M ascall co n c lu d es:
Analogy does not enab le  us t o  c o n c e iv e  
God’ s goodness as i d e n t i c a l  w ith  h is  e ssen ce  
but t o  a ff ir m  i t  as i d e n t i c a l  w ith  h i s  
e x i s t e n c e .  Hence, a l l  our a s s e r t io n s  about 
God are g r o s s ly  inadequate in  so f a r  as they  
apply con cep ts  to  him, but they are thoroughly  
adequate in  so fa r  as they a ff ir m  p e r f e c t io n s  
of him • • • * We cannot, i n  s h o r t ,  know God’s 
e s se n c e  by form ing co n cep ts  of i t ,  but we can 
know i t  a n a lo g ic a l ly  i n  our con cep ts  o f  f i n i t e  
b e i n g s , (46)
( 4 5 )  I b i d . , p p . l 2 0 f .
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In  t h i s  con clu d in g  s e c t i o n  of our survey o f
M a s c a ll ’ s th ou gh t , we s h a l l  sim ply s t a t e  e x p l i c i t l y
the id e a  o f  tran scen d en ce  th a t  w i l l  have been see n
to  be p rese n t  i m p l i c i t l y  in  h i s  method and i n  h i s
trea tm en ts  o f c r e a t io n  and a n a log y . There i s  no
doubt th a t  M ascall c o n s id e r s  God to  be tr a n sce n d en t ,
and th a t  the id e a  o f  transcend en ce i s  fundamental i n
h is  system . Furthermore, s in c e  accord in g  to  M asca ll ,
God’s tran scen d en ce  i s  o n t o lo g ic a l ly  founded,
transcend en ce  must n e c e s s a r i ly  a f f e c t  a l l  a sp e c ts  of
our c o n s id e r a t io n  of God,
P u tt in g  a s id e  th e  q u e s t io n  as to w hether or not
M a s c a ll ’ s method or approach i s  v a l i d ,  l e t  us note
how fundam entally  i t  c a l l s  f o r  a d o c tr in e  o f  God’s
tran scen d en ce . The whole p o in t  o f  the co sm o lo g ica l
approach i s  th a t  one apprehends f i n i t e  b ein g  as "e x i s t
ent and y e t  not s e l f - e x i s t e n t ,  as o f f e c t - im p ly in g -  
(46)
cau se’,’ F u rth er , i t  i s  M a sc a ll ’ s b a s ic  c o n te n t io n  
th a t  th e  cause im p lied  by f i n i t e  b e in g s  must 
q u a l i t a t i v e l y  transcend  them,
( 4 6 )  I b i d . ,  p . 122
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• • •  a God who was an yth in g  l e s s  than i n f i n i t e ,  
s e l f - e x i s t e n t  and s e l f - s u f f i c i e n t  would he  
a l to g e t h e r  inadequate  to  g iv e  the world i t s  
e x i s t e n c e  and would moreover req u ire  an 
e x p la n a t io n  fo r  h is  own. To p o s i t  a f i n i t e  
God as th e  ground o f  the world sim ply le a v e s  
us w ith  two b e in g s  whose e x i s t e n c e  clamours 
fo r  e x p la n a t io n  in s t e a d  o f  one , , , ,  th e  
e x i s t e n c e  o f  the world im p lie s  th e  e x is t e n c e  
o f  a God, and moreover the e x i s t e n c e  o f  a 
God whose e x i s t e n c e  does not imply th e  
e x i s t e n c e  of a w o r ld ,(47)
So i t  i s  th a t  M ascall r e j e c t s  the f o l lo w in g
diagram i n  which God i s  r ep resen ted  sim ply as the
(48)





M asca ll says  th a t  S t ,  Thomas "does indeed  make 
p la in  th a t  the f i r s t  mover, j u s t  because  i t  i s  
l.'ts:èlfi^UnÈioved, must b e r a d i c a l l y  d i f f e r e n t  
nature from a l l  the o th er  terms i n  the s e r i e s ;  
i t  i s ,  i n  f a c t ,  not m erely  a t  the b eg in n in g  o f  
s e r i e s ,  but o u ts id e  i t , "(49)
Thus, M ascall r e p r e se n ts  God as b e in g  o u ts id e  
(50)
th e  c a u sa l  ch a in .
(47) I b i d , , p .125
(48) I b i d . , p . 74
(49) I b i d , , p . 74
(50) I b i d . , P.74
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Or, b e t t e r  s t i l l ,  s in c e  God i s  a c t iv e  not j u s t  as
the c r e a to r ,  as the f i r s t  ca u se ,  but a l s o  as th e
s u s ta in e r  o f  th e  w orld . His r e l a t i o n  may b e s t  be
(51)
d e p ic te d  l i k e  t h i s :
^ o ti h
V /V,.
/  ./
Hence, we may conclude th a t  M a s c a l l ’ s method 
o f con tem platin g  f i n i t e  e x i s t a n t s  and o f  denying th e  
answer o f an i n f i n i t e  r e g r e s s ,  lea d s  him not on ly  to  
a ff ir m  the e x i s t e n c e  o f  God, but o f  a God who i s  
tr a n sce n d en t .
We reach  the same c o n c lu s io n  when we observe  
M asca ll*s  treatm ent o f  c r e a t io n .  C re a tio n  i s  
dependent upon God, but God i s  under no n e c e s s i t y  
to  c r e a te .  I f  i t  appears th a t  M ascall p o s t u la t e s  
God as e x i s t i n g ,  not in  H im self but sim ply as ai 
e x p la n a t io n  o f  the w orld , as the Creator o f  the w orld ,  
then  i t  must be s a id  th a t  t h i s  ^  M a s c a l l ’s approach
( 5 1 )  I b i d . ,  p . 75
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to  the e x i s t e n c e  o f  God* However, t h i s  does not
mean th a t  M ascall p o s i t s  God sim ply i n  order to
account fo r  th e  world or th a t  the r e a l i t y  o f  Gdg
i s  e x h a u s t iv e ly  grasped when one co n c e iv e s  o f  Him
as Creator*
Quoad nos * and ord ine co g n o sc e n d i. God 
appears p r im a r ily  as the w orld ’ s c r e a t o r , 
b u t ,  i n  th e  very  p ro cess  by which we come 
to  r e c o g n iz e  him, he i s  m a n ifested  as 
e x i s t i n g  quoad seipsum  and ^  ord ine  
e s s e n d i  in  h is  own r ig h t  and not f o r  our 
co n v en ien ce . The only b e in g  who cou ld  
c r e a te  a world i s  one fo r  whom a world  
i s  u n n ecessary; only a s e l f - e x i s t e n t  
b e in g  can con fer  e x i s t e n c e . (52)
F u rth er , i n  a l a t e r  w r i t in g ,  M asca ll l i m i t s  th e
a p p l ic a t io n  o f  th e  form ula, ’God-the world-God;
The world-God« 0 ’ . His f i n a l  c o n s id e r a t io n  i s  th a t
God and the world have no common elem ent t h a t  w i l l
a llo w  them t o  form a sum. God i s  o th er  than the
world; God i s  tran scen d en t to c r e a t io n .  The
r e l a t i o n  between God and the world i s  one o f analogy
(53)
not of u n iv o c i t y .
This l a s t  sta tem en t le a d s  us to  n o te  how th e  
transcend en ce of God occu p ies  a prominent p la c e  in
(52 ) I b i d . ,  p . 89
(53 ) I b i d . ,  p p . l 3 2 f .
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M ascall»s treatm ent o f  an a logy . Analogy i s  based
upon a t t r i b u t i o n  and n e g a t io n ,  th e  elem ent of
n e g a t io n  b e in g  l o g i c a l l y  exp ressed  by th e  id e a  o f
p r o p o r t io n a l i t y ,  i , e .  some a t t r ib u t e  i s  a ff irm ed  o f
God, but i t  i s  denied  th a t  i t  e x i s t s  i n  God i n  the
same manner as i t  e x i s t s  i n  c r e a tu r e s .  Indeed , any
a t t r ib u t e  o f  God e x i s t s  in  regard to God»s e ssen ce ;
but s in c e  God’s e s s e n c e  i s  S e l f - e x i s t e n t  B e in g , and
the e s se n c e  o f  f i n i t e  being  i s  dependent b e in g ,  any
term p rop erly  prediod;ed o f f i n i t e  b e in gs  when
p r e d ic a te d  o f  God must be d en ied  w h ile  i t  i s  a ff irm ed .
Although M ascall a s s e r t s  th a t  i n  God’ s c r e a t iv e  a c t
e x i s t e n c e  and e ssen ce  are g iv e n  to  c r e a tu r e s  and t h a t ,
i n  consequence, one can a t t r ib u t e  p e r f e c t io n s  o f
c r e a tu r e s  to  God, he i s  even more i n s i s t e n t  in
a s s e r t in g  th a t  th e se  p e r fe c t io n s  in  n atu re  do not
(54)
e x i s t  merely v i r t u a l l y  i n  God, M a sca ll ,  as we have  
se e n , combines analogy o f  a t t r ib u t io n  w ith  analogy  
o f  p r o p o r t io n a l i t y ,  but th ere  i s  no m ista k in g  the  
f a c t  t h a t ,  f o l lo w in g  C ajetan , G arrigou-Lagrange,
( 5 4 )  I b i d . ,  p p , 1 2 2 f f .
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Penido, and M a r ita in , M asca ll em phasizes analogy o f
(55)
p r o p o r t io n a l i t y .  This emphasis upon p ro p o r t io n a l  
analogy amounts t o  an emphasis upon the d i f f e r e n c e  
between God and the w orld  r a th e r  than an emphasis 
upon t h e ir  resem blance, and t h i s  emphasis aga in  
u n d e r l in e s  M a s c a l l ’s i n s i s t e n c e  upon God’ s tra n scen d en ce .  
One cannot but be im pressed  by t h e  c o n s is te n c y  
o f  M a s c a l l ’s system . R egard less of which part o f  h is  
thought or p r e s e n ta t io n  one might s tu d y , one i s  
s tru ck  by the stron g  a s s e r t io n  of God’ s tran scen d en ce .
I f  we may be p erm itted  t o  o f f e r  our own i l l u s t r a t i o n ,  
perhaps the u n ity  o f  the th re e  p a r ts  o f  M a s c a l l ’ s 
p o s i t i o n ,  v i z ,  method, c r e a t io n  and an a logy , may be 
seen  more c l e a r l y ,
 ^ c r e a t iv e  a c t  
a t t r ib u t e s  o f  man a t t r ib u t e s  of God
 ^ c r e a t iv e  a c t  
b ein g  o f  man b e in g  o f  God
(1) M a s c a l l ’ s c o sm o lo g ic a l  approach a s s e r t s  the dependence
of f i n i t e  man upon th e  s e l f - a x i s t e n t  God, (2 )  His
( 5 5 )  I b i d . ,  p p , 1 1 4 f .
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treatm ent o f  c r e a t io n  a s s e r t s  th a t  th e  nature and 
b eing  o f  man i s  d er iv ed  from God, Both o f th ese  
p o in ts  are rep r esen ted  in  our f ig u r e  by the l i n e s  
r e p r e se n t in g  God’ s a c t  o f c r e a t io n ,  (^ c r e a t iv e  a c t  ) ,
(3 ) M a s c a ll ’ s treatm ent o f  analogy o f  p r o p o r t io n a l i ty  
a s s e r t s  th a t  th e  a t t r ib u t e s  p red ica te d  o f God are in  
accordance w ith  God’s s e l f - e x i s t e n t  b e in g ,  and th a t  
th e  same a t t r ib u t e s  are p red ica te d  of man i n  
accordance w ith  h i s  d er ived  b e in g . We have sought 
to  express  t h i s  p o in t  i n  our f ig u r e  by the eq u ation  
o f  p ro p o rt io n . I t  v/ould appear, th en , th a t  th e  key 
by which one may understand the in t e r - c o n n e c t io n s  o f  
the p a r ts  o f  M a s c a l l ’s system , and in d eed , h i s  e n t i r e  
p r e s e n ta t io n ,  i s  the transcend en ce o f  God on an 
o n t o lo g ic a l  l e v e l ,  God i s  tran scen d en t i n  His very  
e ssen ce  and e x i s t e n c e ,  inasmuch as God’s e s se n c e  i s  
to  e x i s t ,  i . e .  inasmuch as God i s  S e l f - e x i s t e n t  Being; 
whereas c r e a tu res  have d i s t i n c t  e sse n c e s  and e x is t e n c e s  
both  of which are d er iv ed  from God* Thus i t  i s  th a t  
M ascall seems to be a s s e r t in g  th a t  God i s  o n t o lo g ic a l ly  
tr a n sc e n d e n t .
— 5 G**
Chapter 3 .
THE DOCTRINE OF TRANSCENDENCE IN THE THEOLOGY OF PAUL TILLICH
At f i r s t  c o n s id e r a t io n ,  i t  might appear t h a t  T i l l i c h
co m p le te ly  d isa g r e e s  w ith  M a sc a ll ,  f o r  T i l l i c h  r e p e a te d ly
c r i t i c i s e s  S t ,  Thomas* sen sory  p e r c e p t io n  approach and
(1) 'd e n ie s  th e  v a l i d i t y  o f  any argum entative method. In deed ,
f a r  from a l lo w in g  th a t  God*s e x i s t e n c e  can be p roved ,
( 2 )
T i l l i c h  say s  th a t  God does not e x i s t .  In  s p i t e  o f  t h i s ,  
th e r e  would appear t o  be a g rea t  d e a l  o f  s i m i l a r i t y  between  
th e  trea tm en ts  o f  th e  tran scen d en ce  o f  God by M asca ll  
and T i l l i c h *  F i r s t ,  we should  n o te  t h a t ,  l i k e  M a sc a ll ,  
T i l l i c h  i s  in t e r e s t e d  in  o n to lo g y ,  which he d e f in e s  as  
, ,an  a n a ly s i s  t>f th o s e  s tr u c tu r e s  o f  b e in g  which we 
encounter in  every  m eeting  w ith  r e a l i t y , ^  S eco n d ly ,  
aga in  l i k e  M a sc a ll ,  T i l l i c h  b eg in s  h i s  p rese n ta t io n ,  
by d e a l in g  w ith  f i n i t e  e x i s t e n c e ;  but whereas M asca ll  
r e l i e s  h e a v i ly  upon th e  work o f  th e  S c h o la s t i c s  and 
modern T hom ists , T i l l i c h  makes g r e a te r  u se  o f  th e  
f in d in g s  o f  e x i s t e n t i a l i s t  p h ilo sop h y  and depth psychology*
(1) T i l l i c h ,  P a u l,  S ystem atic  T heo logy , Vol* I ,  pp*227-233  
c f • T i l l i c h ,  P au l, Theology o f  C u ltu r e * pp*13-19
(2) T i l l i c h ,  S y stem a tic  T heo logy , I ,  p*22?
c f , T i l l i c h ,  Theology o f  C u ltu r e . p*5
(3 )  T i l l i c h ,  S y stem a tic  T heo logy , I ,  p *24
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We s h a l l  b e g in  our c o n s id e r a t io n  o f  T i l l i c h ’s
treatm ent o f  the tran scen d en ce  o f  God by su rvey in g  h i s
e v a lu a t io n  of the arguments f o r  God’s e x is te n c e *  We
b eg in  t h i s  way fo r  two re a so n s ;  (1) T i l l i c h ’s treatm ent
o f the arguments shows h i s  thought con cern in g  f in i t u d e
ard s e l f - t r a n s c e n d e n c e ,  and (2 )  T i l l i c h ’s i n t e r e s t  in  th e
arguments a ffo r d s  us an area o f comparison and c o n tr a s t
w ith  M a s c a l l ’ s thought*
T i l l i c h  r e j e c t s  the arguments fo r  God’s e x i s t e n c e
as argum ents, contend ing  th a t  they a re  n e i th e r  arguments
( 4 )
nor p roof o f  God’ s e x i s t e n c e  and la r g e ly  a ccep tin g  K ant’ s
c r i t i c i s m  of them* We have seen  th a t  Kant r e j e c t e d  the
o n t o lo g ic a l  argument because i t  p o s tu la t e s  a b e in g ,  a
God as a c t u a l ly  e x i s t i n g ,  when such a b e in g  i s
n e c e s s i t a t e d  only  by reason* S im ila r ly  T i l l i c h  r e j e c t s
th e  p o s i t in g  o f  an ’i n f i n i t e  o n e ’ sim ply b ecau se  one
’ e x p e r ie n c e s ’ i n f i n i t y *
I n f i n i t y  i s  a d i r e c t in g  co n cep t , not a 
c o n s t i t u t i n g  co n cep t . I t  d i r e c t s  the mind 
to  ex p er ien ce  i t s  own u n lim ite d  p o t e n t i a l i t i e s ,  
but i t  does not e s t a b l i s h  the e x i s t e n c e  o f an 
i n f i n i t e  b e i n g . . . . I n f i n i t y  i s  a demand, not a 
thing* This i s  the s tr in g en cy  o f  K ant’ s
( 4 )  I b i d . ,  P .2 2 8
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s o lu t io n  o f  th e  antinom ies between th e  f i n i t e  
and the i n f i n i t e  ch a ra c ter  o f  time and space*
S in ce  n e i th e r  tim e nor space i s  a th in g ,  but 
both  are forms o f  th in g s ,  i t  i s  p o s s ib l e  t o  
tran scen d  every f i n i t e  time and every f i n i t e  
space w ithout e x c e p t io n . But t h i s  does not  
e s t a b l i s h  an i n f i n i t e  th in g  in  an i n f i n i t e  time  
and s p a c e . (5 )
This c r i t i c i s m  o f th e  o n t o lo g ic a l  argument by T i l l i c h  
appears to  be b a s i c a l l y  the same as th a t  o f  Kant, i . e .  
th a t  the demand of reason  i s  i n s u f f i c i e n t  for  judgments 
o f  e x i s t e n c e .  Both Kant and T i l l i c h  judge th a t  such a 
demand may d ir e c t  but n ot c o n s t i t u t e .  L a ter , we s h a l l  
see  how much importance T i l l i c h  p la c e s  upon the f a c t  th a t  
man, i n  b ein g  aware o f  h i s  f i n i t u d e ,  tran scen d s h im s e l f ,  
but fo r  the moment we n o te  only t h a t ,  accord in g  to  T i l l i c h ,  
the d i r e c t in g  concept o f  i n f i n i t y  i s  wrongly used as an 
argument fo r  the e x i s t e n c e  o f  an i n f i n i t e  b e in g .
I f  T i l l i c h  r e j e c t s  the o n t o lo g ic a l  argument b a s ic a l ly  
fo r  the same rea so n  th a t  Kant r e j e c t s  i t ,  so  a l s o  T i l l i c h  
fo l lo w s  Kant i n  r e j e c t in g  the co sm o lo g ica l  argument.
Kant p o in ted  out th a t  ’ cause and e f f e c t *  can be shown to  
apply only to f i n i t u d e  and th a t ,  co n seq u en tly , one must 
r e a l i s e  th a t  th e  argument from e f f e c t  to  cau se  has no
( 5 )  I b i d . ,  p p . 2 1 1 f .
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a p p l ic a t io n  to th in g s  o u ts id e  the realm  o f f i n i t u d e .
Thus, the co sm o lo g ica l  argument, at b e s t , a r r iv e s  a t  a
f i n i t e  f i r s t  cau se , s i m i l a r l y ,  T i l l i c h  says :
In  arguments fo r  the e x i s t e n c e  o f  God th e  world  
i s  g iv e n  and God i s  so u g h t . Some c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s  
o f  the world make the c o n c lu s io n  "God" n e c e s sa r y ,
God i s  d er iv ed  from the w orld . This does not 
mean th a t  God i s  dependent on the w orld , Thomas 
Aquinas i s  c o r r e c t  when he r e j e c t s  an in t e r p r e t a t io n  
and a s s e r t s  th a t  what i s  f i r s t  in  i t s e l f  may be l a s t  
fo r  our knowledge. But, i f  we d e r iv e  God from th e  
w orld , he cannot be th a t  which tran scen d s th e  world  
i n f i n i t e l y , ( 6 ) ,
F u rth er , i t  w i l l  be remembered th a t  Kant a s s e r te d  th a t
an i n f i n i t e  r e g r e s s  cannot be shown to  be im p o ss ib le .  So
a lso  T i l l i c h  con tend s:
The q u e s t io n  o f  the cause o f  a th in g  or event  
presupposes th a t  i t  does not p o sse ss  i t s  own 
power o f  coming in to  b e in g . Things and even ts  
have no a s e i t y .  This i s  c h a r a c t e r i s t i c  only  
o f  God, F i n i t e  th in g s  are not s e l f - c a u s e d ;  
they have b een  "thrown" in to  b e in g  (H eid eg g er ) ,
The q u e s t io n  "Where from?" i s  u n iv e r s a l .
C hildren  as w e l l  as p h ilo so p h ers  ask i t .  But 
i t  cannot be answered, fo r  every answer, every  
s ta te m en t,  about the cause o f something i s  open 
to  the same q u e s t io n  in  e n d le s s  r e g r e s s io n .  I t  
cannot be stopped even by a God who i s  supposed  
to  be the answer to  the e n t ir e  s e r i e s .  For t h i s  
God must ask h im s e l f ,  "where have I come from?"
( K a n t ) , (7)
(6 )  I b i d , ,  p ,22B .
(7 )  I b i d , ,  p p ,2 1 7 f .
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However, a r e a l  d i f f e r e n c e  emerges when we ask why
Kant and T i l l i c h  r e j e c t  the arguments. Kant seems to
r e j e c t  th e  o n t o l o g i c a l ,  co sm o lo g ica l  and t e l e o l o g i c a l
arguments becau se  they are i n v a l id  arguments, T i l l i c h
a ls o  p o in ts  to  t h e i r  i n v a l i d i t y ,  but h i s  main p o in t i s
th a t  a l l  th e  arguments seek  to a r r iv e  a t  a b e in g ,  and
can never a r r iv e  a t  the ground o f  b e in g . He says th a t  in
the argum ents, "God c e a ses  to  be b e i n g - i t s e l f  and becomes
( 8 )
a p a r t ic u la r  b e in g ,"  F u rth er , T i l l i c h  c o n s id e r s  th a t  
Kant, h im s e l f ,  makes t h i s  error  in  h i s  moral argument fo r  
the e x i s t e n c e  o f  God, fo r  a lth ou gh  Kant r i g h t l y  p erce iv ed  
an u n c o n d it io n a l  elem ent in  th e  moral demand he was
(9 )
m istaken  to  i d e n t i f y  t h i s  w ith  a la w g iv e r , w ith  a b e in g .
Thus, T i l l i c h  judges :
A God about whose e x i s t e n c e  or n o n -e x is te n c e  you  
can argue i s  a th in g  b e s id e  o th ers  w ith in  th e  
u n iv e r s e  o f e x i s t i n g  th in g s .  And the q u e s t io n  
i s  q u ite  j u s t i f i e d  whether such a th in g  does  
e x i s t ,  and the answer i s  eq u a lly  j u s t i f i e d  th a t  
i t  does not e x i s t , (10)
This r e j e c t i o n  by T i l l i c h  o f the id e a  o f  God’ s 
e x is t e n c e  i s  b a s ic  to  h is  who3e co n cep t io n  o f  God and 
l a t e r  we must se e  what t h i s  means fo r  h i s  understanding
(8) T i l l i c h ,  Theology Of C u ltu re , pp, 1 8 f .
(9 )  T i l l i c h ,  S ystem atic  T heology, I ,  p p ,2 2 9 f ,
(10) T i l l i c h ,  Theology Of C u ltu re , p . 5
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of tran scen d en ce , but a t t h i s  p o in t  we note only  th a t
T i l l i c h  r e j e c t s ,  in  th e  s tr o n g e s t  p o s s ib le  way, th e
n o t io n  th a t  God i s  an ’ e x i s t e n t * .
I t  would be a g r e a t  v ic to r y  fo r  C h r is t ia n  
a p o lo g e t ic s  i f  th e  words ’’God" and " ex is ten ce"  
were very d e f i n i t e l y  sep arated  ex cep t i n  th e  
paradox o f  God becoming m a n ifest  under the  
c o n d it io n s  o f  e x i s t e n c e ,  th a t i s ,  i n  th e  
C h r is t o lo g ic a l  paradox, God does not e x i s t ,  (11)
He i s  b e i n g - i t s e l f  beyond e s se n c e  and e x i s t e n c e .
Y et , i n  s p i t e  of such a s tro n g  r e j e c t i o n  of the
arguments ^  argum ents, T i l l i c h  s e e s  p o s i t i v e  va lu e  in
them. He r e a l i s e s  th a t  many p eop le  through the years
have defended them i n  fa c e  o f  rep ea ted  a t t a c k s ,  and
judges t h a t ,  "Those who a ttack ed  the arguments fo r  the
e x i s t e n c e  o f  God c r i t i c i s e d  t h e i r  argum entative form;
( 12 )
th o se  who defended them accep ted  t h e i r  i m p l i c i t  meaning,"
I t  i s  T i l l i c h ’s c o n te n t io n  th a t  the arguments are
e x p r e ss io n s  of th e  q u e s t io n  o f God which i s  im p lied  i n
(13)
human f i n i t u d e ,  "The ’ f i r s t  c a u s e ’ i s  a h y p o s ta s is e d
q u e s t io n ,  not a s ta tem en t about a b ein g  which i n i t i a t e s
(14)
the c a u sa l  ch a in ,"  F urther , T i l l i c h  a s s e r t s  th a t  
"The ta sk  of a t h e o lo g ic a l  treatm ent o f  the t r a d i t i o n a l
(11) T i l l i c h ,  System atic  Theology, I ,  p , 227,
(12) I b i d . ,  p . 5^7
(13) I b i d . ,  p .228
(14) I b i d . ,  p .232
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arguments fo r  th e  e x is t e n c e  o f  God i s  tw ofold  : to
d eve lo p  the q u e s t io n  of God which they exp ress  and to
expose the impotency of the ’a rgu m en ts ,’ t h e ir  i n a b i l i t y
(16)
to  answer the q u e s t io n  o f God.,"
We have a lready  noted  T i l l i c h ’ s r e j e c t i o n  o f  th e
arguments as im potent and as being  unable to  a r r iv e  a t th e
ground o f  a l l  b e in g ,  and now we b eg in  our lo o k  a t  T i l l i c h ’s
p o s i t i v e  e v a lu a t io n  o f  t h e  arguments by n o t in g  th e ir  v a lu e
as q u estion s*  He s a y s :
The arguments f o r  the e x i s t e n c e  o f  God an a lyse  
th e  human s i t u a t i o n  in  such a way th a t  th e  (16)
q u e s t io n  o f God appears p o s s ib le  and n e c e s sa r y .
The tr u th  o f  the o n t o lo g ic a l  a n a ly s i s  i s  th a t  th e
(17)
q u e s t io n  o f  God i s  p o s s ib l e ,  th a t  i t  can be asked, and th e
tr u th  of the co sm o lo g ic a l  a n a ly s is  i s  th a t  th e  q u e s t io n  o f
(18)
God i s  n e c e s sa r y ,  th a t  i t  must be asked . T herefore , we 
s h a l l  lo o k ,  i n  tu rn , at the p o s s i b i l i t y  and n e c e s s i t y  o f  
th e  q u e s t io n  of God,
One i s  not p r e c i s e ly  c e r ta in  of what T i l l i c h  means by 
’ th e  q u e s t io n  o f  God’ , He has two primary d e f i n i t i o n s  of  
God: (1 )  God as man’s U ltim ate  Concern, and (2) God as th e  
ground o f  a l l  b e in g ,  the Power o f  B e in g , b e i n g - i t s e l f .
Now, s in c e  one can on ly  be concerned u l t im a te ly  about th a t
(15) I b i d . ,  P .233 .
(16) I b i d . ,  p . 288
(17) I b i d . ,  p .2 2 8
(1 8 )  I b i d . ,  p . 231
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which tra n scen d s  a l l  b e in g s ,  i . e .  b e i n g - i t s e l f ,  ’U ltim ate
Concern’ and ’b e i n g - i t s e l f *  should  not be seen  as two
(19)
d i f f e r e n t  co n te n ts  o f  the term ’God’ , R ather , ’b e in g -
i t s e l f ’ seek s  to  speak ’o b j e c t i v e l y ’ about God, w hereas
( 2 0 )
’U lt im a te  Concern’ speaks o f  God ’from man’ s s i d e ’ .
Again, a t  tim es T i l l i c h  seems to  u se  ’b e in g ’ as meaning
( 2 1 )
sim ply ’ e x i s t i n g * ,  whereas at o th er  tim es ’being* r e f e r s
to  the "whole o f  r e a l i t y ,  the s t r u c t u r e ,  meaning, and aim
( 2 2 )
of e x i s t e n c e ,"  But here  ag a in  as regards ’ God’ we need
not s e e  any r e a l  am b igu ity , fo r  ’God’ as the b a s is  o f  a l l
e x i s t a n t s , th e  p r iu s  o f  a l l  b e in g s ,  i s  th e  ground of l i f e
and meaning. Hence, th e  q u e s t io n  of b ein g  means ’Vday i s  
" (23)
th e r e  som ething and not n o th in g ? ’ and a l s o  ’ What i s  th e
(24)
meaning o f  l i f e ? ’ Thus, by ’ q u e s t io n  o f God’ T i l l i c h  
seems to  mean the q u est  fo r  u l t im a te  r e a l i t y ,  the  
o n t o lo g ic a l  q u e s t io n  (Why i s  th er e  som ething and not 
n o th in g ? ) ,  and th e  search  f o r  meaning i n  l i f e .  In  
co n n ec t io n  w ith  the q u e s t io n  o f  God, we should  n ote  q u ite
(19) I b i d , ,  p ,261
c f ,  T i l l i c h ,  P au l, B i b l i c a l  R e l ig io n  And The Search
For U ltim ate  R e a l i ty  , pp, 63-84"
(20) c f ,  T i l l i c h ,  S y stem a tic  T heology , I ,  p p ,235-238
(21) c f .  I b i d . , p p .3-16
(22) I b i d . ,  p . 17
(23) I b i d . ,  p p .207; 181
(24) T i l l i c h ,  Theology Of C u ltu re , p p .76-111
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d e f i n i t e l y  th a t  T i l l i c h  i n s i s t s  th a t  on ly  t h e  q u e s t io n
comes from man, th a t  the answer cannot be d er iv ed  from
th e q u e s t io n  any more than can the q u e s t io n  be d er iv ed
from th e  answer* Man’ s a sk in g  the o n t o lo g ic a l  q u e s t io n
(25 )
o f  God i s  the q u est  o f  reason  fo r  r e v e l a t i o n .
What, then , does T i l l i c h  mean by sa y in g  t h a t  the
o n t o lo g ic a l  a n a ly s is  shows th a t  the q u e s t io n  o f  God i s
p o s s ib le ? .  We can b e g in  our answer by lo o k in g  at th e
natu re  o f  a q u e s t io n .
One can say th a t  man i s  the b e in g  who i s  ab le  
to  ask q u e s t io n s .  Let us th in k  f o r  a moment 
what i t  means to  ask a q u e s t io n .  I t  im p l ie s ,  
f i r s t ,  th a t  we do not have th a t  fo r  which we 
ask . I f  we had i t ,  we would not ask for  i t .
But, i n  order to  be a b le  to  ask fo r  som ething, 
we must have i t  p a r t i a l l y  ; o th erw ise  i t  cou ld  
not be the o b je c t  o f  a q u e s t io n .  He who asks 
has and has not a t  the same t i m e , (26)
But, th e  q u e s t io n  of U ltim ate  Concern i s  the q u e s t io n
o f  God, and to  ask t h i s  q u e s t io n  i s  to  shov/ t h a t ,  i n  some
s e n s e ,  one a lread y  ’h a s ’ God,
The q u e s t io n  o f  God i s  p o s s ib le  becau se  an 
awareness o f God i s  p r e se n t  i n  the q u e s t io n  of  
God, This awareness precedes the q u e s t io n .
I t  i s  not the r e s u l t  o f  the argument but i t s  
p r e s u p p o s i t io n , . . .  The s o - c a l l e d  o n t o lo g ic a l  
argument p o in ts  to  the o n t o lo g ic a l  s tr u c tu r e  
o f  f i n i t u d e .  I t  shows th a t  an awareness o f  
the i n f i n i t e  i s  in c lu d ed  i n  man’s awareness o f  
f i n i t u d e , (27)
(25) T i l l i c h ,  S ystem atic  T heology, I ,  p ,8 ;  c f ,  p p ,79-117  
c f ,  T i l l i c h ,  P au l, S ystem atic  T heology , V o l , I I ,  p , 14
(26) T i l l i c h ,  B i b l i c a l  R e l ig io n  And The Search For
U ltim a te  R e a l i t y , p , l l
(27) T i l l i c h ,  S y stem a tic  T heology , I ,  p , 228
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I f  we doubt th a t  man does have an awareness o f  God
which i s  th e  p r e s u p p o s it io n  o f the q u e s t io n  o f God, or
i f  we ask T i l l i c h  why or how man has t h i s  aw areness, then
T i l l i c h  asks us to  co n s id e r  the id e a  o f  f in i t u d e  and i t s
r e l a t i o n  to  the ground o f  b e in g ,  i . e .  to  co n s id er  th e
o n t o lo g ic a l  s t r u c tu r e  o f  f i n i t u d e ,  F in itu d e . . i s  d e f in ed
as "Being l im i t e d  by n on -b e in g ,"  and i s  marked by an
element o f  ’not y e t ’ and ’no more’ , i , e .  " I t  i s  in  the
(28)
p ro cess  o f  coming from and go in g  towards n on-be in g ."
F in itu d e  has the c h a r a c t e r i s t i c  o f  p a r t i c ip a t in g  in  Being
and in  n o n -b e in g . I t  ’h a s ’ and ’has n o t ’ . Speaking o f
man as f i n i t e ,  T i l l i c h  says :
Man knows th a t  he i s  f i n i t e ,  th a t  he i s  excluded  
from i n f i n i t y  which n e v e r th e le s s  b e lo n g s  to  him.
He i s  aware o f  h i s  p o t e n t ia l  i n f i n i t y  w h ile  being  
aware of h is  a c tu a l  f i n i t u d e .  I f  he were what he 
e s s e n t i a l l y  i s , i f  h i s  p o t e n t i a l i t y  were id e n t i c a l  
w ith  h i s  a c t u a l i t y ,  the q u e s t io n  o f  th e  i n f i n i t e  
would n o t a r i s e , , , .M a n  must ask  about the i n f i n i t e  
from which he i s  e s tr a n g e d , a lthough  i t  b elon gs to  
him; he must ask about th a t  whicti g iv e s  him the  
courage to  take h i s  a n x ie ty  upon h im s e l f .  And he 
can ask t h i s  double q u e s t io n  b ecause th e  awareness 
o f  h i s  p o t e n t ia l  i n f i n i t y  i s  in c lu d ed  i n  h i s  aware­
n ess  of h i s  f i n i t u d e , . . , The o n t o lo g ic a l  argument in  
i t s  v a r io u s  forms g iv e s  a d e s c r ip t io n  o f  th e  way in  
which p o t e n t ia l  i n f i n i t y  i s  p resen t  in  a c tu a l  
f i n i t u d e .  As fa r  as d e s c r ip t io n  g o e s ,  th a t  i s  as 
fa r  as i t  i s  a n a ly s i s  and not argument, i t  i s  v a l i d , (29)
(28) I b i d . ,  p p .21Of.
(29) I b i d , ,  p p ,2 2 8 f .
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T i l l i c h  reach es t h i s  same c o n c lu s io n ,  perhaps more
c l e a r l y ,  i n  h is  treatm ent of the id e a  of s e l f - t r a n s c e n d e n c e ,
The world i s  s e l f - t r a n s e endent in  th a t  i t  p o in ts  beyond
(30)
i t s e l f ,  and man i s  th a t  b e in g  which i s  aware o f  h is  s e l f -
tra n scen d en ce .
In  order to  ex p er ie n c e  h is  f i n i t u d e ,  man must 
lo ok  at h im s e l f  from the p o in t of v iew  o f a 
p o t e n t ia l  i n f i n i t y .  In  order to  be aware o f  
moving toward d eath , man must lo o k  out over h is  
f i n i t e  b e in g  as a whole; he must in  some way 
be beyond i t .  He must a ls o  be a b le  to  imagine  
i n f i n i t y ;  and he i s  a b le  to  do s o ,  a lth ough  not  
in  c o n cr e te  term s, but only as an a b s tr a c t  
p o s s i b i l i t y , , , , A ll  the s t r u c tu r e s  of f i n i t u d e  
fo r c e  f i n i t e  being  to  transcend  i t s e l f  and, ju s t  
fo r  t h i s  rea so n , to  become aware o f  i t s e l f  as 
f i n i t e , (31)
From t h i s  e x p e r ie n c e ,  T i l l i c h  co n c lu d es:
The power of i n f i n i t e  s e l f - t r a n s c e n d e n c e  i s  an 
e x p r e s s io n  o f  man’s b e lon g in g  to  th a t  which i s  
beyond n o n -b e in g , namely, t o  b e i n g - i t s e l f .  The 
p o t e n t i a l  p resen ce  of th e  i n f i n i t e  (a s  u n lim ited  
s e l f - t r a n s c e n d e n c e )  i s  the n eg a tio n  o f  the  
n e g a t iv e  elem ent i n  f i n i t u d e .  I t  i s  th e  n e g a t io n  
o f  n o n -b e in g . The f a c t  th a t  man i s  never  
s a t i s f i e d  w ith  any s ta g e  of h i s  f i n i t e  developm ent, 
the f a c t  th a t  n o th in g  f i n i t e  can hold him, a lth ough  
f i n i t u d e  i s  h is  d e s t in y ,  in d ic a t e s  the in d i s s o lu b le  
r e l a t i o n  o f ev ery th in g  f i n i t e , t o  b e i n g - i t s e l f , ( 3 2 )
Thus, the arguments fo r  God’s e x i s t e n c e  are based
(30) T i l l i c h ,  S ystem atic  T heology, I I ,  p . 8
(31) T i l l i c h ,  System atic  Theology, I ,  p , 211
(32) I b i d , ,  P . 2 1 2  ■“  “
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upon th e  awareness i n  f i n i t u d e  o f  i n f i n i t y .  This means
th a t  f i n i t e  b e in g s  are s e l f - t r a n s c e n d e n t  and th a t man i s
aware o f  s e l f - t r a n s c e n d e n c e .  This occu rren ce  i s  due to
the f a c t  th a t  f i n i t e  b e in g s  p a r t i c ip a t e  i n  b e i n g - i t s e l f .
The o n t o lo g ic a l  argument wrongly h y p o s t a s is e s  t h i s
awareness of th e  i n f i n i t e  in to  an ’ i n f i n i t e  o n e ’ , but i t
i s  based  upon a tru e  awareness o f  the i n f i n i t e  in  f i n i t u d e
So i t  i s  th a t  T i l l i c h  s t a t e s  the v a l i d  o n t o lo g ic a l
p r in c ip le  as : "Man i s  im m ediately aware o f  something
u n c o n d it io n a l  iiâiich i s  the p r iu s  o f  the s e p a r a t io n  and
(33)
in t e r a c t i o n  o f  s u b j e c t  and o b je c t ,"
I f  the o n t o lo g ic a l  approach e x p r e sse s  th e  p o s s i b i l i t y
o f  the q u e s t io n  o f  God, then  the c o sm o lo g ic a l  approach
e x p r e sse s  th e  n e c e s s i t y  o f  the q u e s t io n  o f God,
The q u e s t io n  o f God can be asked b ecau se  th e r e  
i s  an u n c o n d it io n a l  elem ent in  every a c t  o f  
asking any q u e s t io n .  The q u e s t io n  o f  God must 
be asked b eca u se  the th r e a t  o f  n o n -b e in g , which  
man e x p er ie n c es  as a n x ie ty ,  d r iv e s  him to  the  
q u e s t io n  o f b e in g  conquering non-being  and 
courage conquering a n x ie ty .  This q u e s t io n  i s  the  
c o sm o lo g ic a l  q u e s t io n  of God,(34)
T i l l i c h  a cq u ires  h is  m a te r ia l  con cern in g  man’s
a n x ie ty  about th e  th r e a t  o f  non-being from the work o f
(33) T i l l i c h ,  Theology Of C ulture, p . 22
(34) T i l l i c h ,  S ystem atic  T heology, I ,  p . 231
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( 3 5 )
e x i s t e n t i a l i s t  p h ilo so p h y , and he judges th a t  the
co sm o lo g ica l  argument r i g h t l y  p e r c e iv e s  t h i s  th r e a t  o f
non-being  to  a l l  f i n i t e  b e in g s ,  but th a t  i t  wrongly
seek s  to  e s t a b l i s h  an i n f i n i t e  b e in g  which i s  not
th rea ten ed  by n on -b e in g , T i l l i c h  s a y s :
The " f i r s t  cause" i s  a h y p o s ta s is e d  q u e s t io n ,  
not a sta tem en t about a being w hich i n i t i a t e s  
the ca u sa l  ch a in , *^uch a b e in g  would i t s e l f  
be a part of the ca u sa l chain  and would aga in  
r a i s e  the q u e s t io n  o f  cau se . In  the same way 
a "necessary  su b sta n ce"  i s  a h y p o s ta s is e d  
q u e s t io n ,  not a sta tem en t about a b e in g  which  
g iv e s  s u b s t a n t ia l i t y  to  a l l  s u b s t a n c e s . F i r s t  
cause and n ece ssa r y  substance are symbols which  
exp ress  th e  q u e s t io n  im p lied  i n  f i n i t e  b e in g ,  
the q u e s t io n  o f  th a t  which tran scen d s  f i n i t u d e  
and c a t e g o r i e s , t h e  q u e s t io n  o f  God(3 6 ) , . , , The 
t e l e o l o g i c a l  argument form u la tes  the q u e s t io n  
o f  the ground o f  meaning, ju s t  as the co sm o lo g ica l  
argument form u lates  the q u e s t io n  o f the ground o f  
b e i n g , (37)
We have see n  th a t  Kant contended th a t  the  
c o sm o lo g ica l argument s tood  or f e l l  as the o n t o lo g ic a l  
argument stood  or f e l l .  So T i l l i c h  h o ld s  th a t  th e  v a l i d  
co sm o lo g ica l  approach r e s t s  upon the v a l i d i t y  o f  the  
o n t o lo g ic a l  approach. He p o in ts  out th a t  i n  "concepts  
l i k e  co n tin g en cy , i n s e c u r i t y ,  t r a n s i t o r i n e s s ,  and t h e i r
(35) c f ,  T i l l i c h ,  Theology Of C u ltu re , p p .76-111
(36) T i l l i c h ,  S ystem a tic  Theology, I ,  p . 232
(37) I b i d . ,  P .S33
—6 3 —
p s y c h o lo g ic a l  c o r r e la t e s  a i ix ie ty ,  ca r e ,  m eaninglessress,
a new co sm o lo g ica l  approach, has developed" and th a t  t h i s
new approach " fo llo w s  the f i r s t  s t e p  o f  th e  o ld
co sm o lo g ica l  argument, namely, th e  a n a ly s is  o f  th e
f in i t u d e  o f  the f i n i t e  in  the l i g h t  o f  the awareness o f
(38)
the Unconditioned',* Thus, T i l l i c h  s t a t e s  th e  l e g i t im a t e
c o sm o lo g ica l  p r in c ip le  a s :  "The U nconditioned  o f  which we
have an immediate aw areness, w ithout in fe r e n c e ,  can be
(39)
re co g n ise d  in  the c u l t u r a l  and n a tu r a l  u n iv e r s e ,"
At t h i s  p o in t ,  we may r a i s e  a q uestion#  Does
T i l l i c h  c o n s i s t e n t l y  m ain ta in  th a t  on ly  the q u e s t io n  o f
G-od i s  exp ressed  in  o n t o lo g ic a l  and c o sm o lo g ic a l  an a lyses?
Of c o u r se ,  T i l l i c h  has sa id  th a t  a q u e s t io n  presupposes a
p a r t i a l  p o s s e s s io n  o f  i t s  answer, but does not T i l l i c h * s
emphasis upon the c e r ta in ty  o f  man's awareness o f  the
u n c o n d it io n a l  elem ent in  h im s e lf  and h is  w orld  amount t o
more than  a p a r t i a l  p o sse ss io n ?  I s  th e r e  an element o f
'having  n o t ' in  such c e r ta in ty ?  T i l l i c h  a s s e r t s :
The immediate awareness of th e  U nconditioned  has  
not the ch a ra c ter  o f f h i t h  but o f  s e l f - e v i d e n c e , (40)
A gain , he says th a t  the r i s k  o f  f a i t h  i s  "based on a
fo u n d ation ,w h ich  i s  n o t r i s k :  the awareness o f  the
(38) T i l l i c h ,  Theology Of C u ltu re , p*26
(39) I b i d . ,  P.26
(40) I b i d . ,  p ,27
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•unconditional elem ent i n  o u r se lv e s  and our w o r ld ,"
T i l l i c h  does indeed  speak of* an element o f  r i s k  and
o f  *having not *,
The r i s k  o f  f a i t h  i s  based on the f a c t  th a t  th e  
u n c o n d it io n a l  element can become a m atter  o f  
u lt im a te  concern only i f  i t  appears i n  a co n cre te  
em bodim ent,, , , , I t  i s  the danger o f  every  
embodiment o f  the u n c o n d it io n a l  e lem en t, r e l i g io u s  
and s e c u la r ,  th a t  i t  e l e v a t e s  som ething c o n d it io n e d ,  
a symbol, an i n s t i t u t i o n ,  a movement as such to  
u l t im a c y , (49)
U n q u estion ab ly , T i l l i c h  i s  r ig h t  in  s a y in g . t h a t  
th ere  i s  an elem ent o f  doubt about the b earer  o f  u lt im a c y ,  
and th a t  th e r e  i s  the danger o f  the b e a r e r ' s  becoming an 
o b je c t  o f  id o la t r y ;  but th ere  would appear to  b e , fo r  
him, no doubt or r i s k  concern ing  the ^awareness o f  the  
U n co n d it io n ed ',  con cern in g  b e i n g - i t s e l f , We may w ish  t o  
ask i f  t h i s  i s  a c t u a l ly  t h e  c a s e ,  T i l l i c h  may w e l l  say  
th a t  th orou gh -go ing  ath eism  has an u l t im a te  concern , but 
i s  th e r e  n ot an elem ent o f  doubt and 'having  n o t ' 
concern ing  the 'awareness o f the U nconditioned ' p resen t  
i n  h on est  agn ostic ism ?  I s  i t  tru e  to  say th a t  in  the  
p o s s i b i l i t y  and n e c e s s i t y  o f  ask ing  the q u e s t io n  o f  God, 
th e r e  i s  a c e r t a in  awareness of the U nconditioned  which  
i s  the p r e su p p o s it io n  o f the q u estion ?  I f  T i l l i c h  i s
(41) I b i d , , p ,2 8
( 4 2 ) I b i d , , p p .2 8 f ,
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c o r r e c t ,  th en  i t  would appear th a t  some p eop le  who ask  
the q u e s t io n  o f  b e in g  a r e ,  a t  l e a s t ,  unaware o f  th e ir  
awareness* Does T i l l i c h  take s e r io u s ly  p eo p le  who 
e x i s t e n t i a l l y  ask  the q u e s t io n  o f  b e in g ,  30f meaning, o f  
God, and who answer n e g a t iv e ly ?  T i l l i c h  may or may not  
be r ig h t  i n  sa y in g  th a t  s in c e  man p a r t i c ip a t e s  in  b e in g -  
i t s e l f  he must ask the q u e s t io n  o f b e in g ,  but a t  l e a s t ,  
he must a llo w  for peop le  who ask t h i s  q u e s t io n  and who 
are not c o n sc io u s  o f  th e  awareness o f  th e  U nconditioned  
i n  f i n i t u d e ,
T i l l i c h ,  in  h i s  d e f i n i t i o n  o f  f i n i t u d e  as 'being  
l im i t e d  by n o n -b e in g ' ,  appears to  emphasize b e in g  and 
on t h i s  emphasis to  e s t a b l i s h  man's awareness o f  
p a r t i c ip a t in g  i n  b e i n g - i t s e l f , May i t  not be th a t  
one i s  e q u a l ly  j u s t i f i e d  in  em phasizing man's l i m i t a t i o n ,  
h is  n o n -b e in g , and upon t h i s  emphasis to l e a v e  man w ith  
th e  r e a l i s a t i o n  th a t  h i s  ex p er ien ce  o f  p o t e n t i a l  i n f i n i t y  
i s  sim ply an u n a t ta in a b le  wish? I f  t h i s  be a llo w ed ,  
then  man's ex p er ie n c e  of ' th e  q u e s t io n ' remains sim ply a 
q u e s t io n  w ith  an elem ent o f  'h a v in g ' and 'having n o t* .
Of co u rse , T i l l i c h  has sa id  th a t  on ly  the q u e s t io n  can
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be d e r iv e d  from  th e  a n a ly s i s  o f  man's f i n i t u d e ,  and
w ith  t h i s  p o s i t i o n  we have no q u a r r e l ; but i t  i s  n ot
a t a l l  c e r t a in  th a t  T i l l i c h  c o n s i s t e n t l y  m ainta ins th a t
f i n i t u d e  merely p rov id es  th e  q u e s t io n ,  the q u est  fo r
r e v e l a t i o n .  S tatem ents such as th o se  con cern in g  the
s e l f - e v i d e n t ,  r i s k l e s s  ch a ra c ter  of the awareness of the
U nconditioned  may cause one to  doubt i f  T i l l i c h ' s
a n a ly s i s  o f  f i n i t u d e  does n o t ,  in  f a c t ,  do more than
d is c o v e r  th e  p o s s i b i l i t y  and n e c e s s i t y  of the q u e s t io n  o f  
(43)
(jod,
God, th en , i s  B e i n g - i t s e l f ,  not a th in g ,  accord in g  to  
T i l l i c h ,  and we must i n v e s t i g a t e  what such a c o n ce p t io n  
o f  God means for  the id e a  of God's tra n scen d en ce . We 
b e g in  t h i s  i n v e s t i g a t i o n ,  by ask in g  two more s p e c i f i c  
q u e s t io n s ,  (1 )  What i s  th e  r e l a t i o n  o f  f i n i t e  b e in g s  
and b e i n g - i t s e l f ?  and (2) How can one speak s i g n i f i c a n t l y  
about th a t  which tran scen d s a l l  f i n i t e  e x i s t e n c e ,  about 
b e i n g - i t s e l f .
(43) One cou ld  compare t h i s  q u e s t io n  of ours w ith  the  
v e i l e d  answer g iv e n  in  George P, Thomas* query 
as to  whether the q u e s t io n s  see n  i n  f i n i t u d e  are  
not a f f e c t e d  by on e 's  b e in g  a C h r is t ia n  p h ilo so p h er  
whose rea so n  has been 'sav ed ' or ' f u l f i l l e d '  by the  
r e v a la t io n  i n  Jesu s  the C h r is t ,  c f .  The Theology  
o f  Paul T i l l i c h , p p ,1 0 2 f f .
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We bave a lread y  s e e n  the d i r e c t io n  o f  T i l l i c h ' s
answer to  the f i r s t  q u e s t io n .  F in i t e  b e in g s  p a r t i c ip a t e
in  B e i n g - i t s e l f ,
- , , , e v e ry th in g  f i n i t e  p a r t i c ip a t e s  i n  b e in g -  
i t s e l f  and i n  i t s  i n f i n i t y .  Otherwise i t  
would not have the power o f  b e in g .  I t  would 
be sw allow ed by n o n -b e in g , or i t  never would  
have emerged out o f  n o n - b e in g , (44)
F u rth er , not only does the f i n i t e  p a r t i c ip a t e  i n  the
i n f i n i t e  ground o f  b e in g ,  but the f i n i t e  can a ls o  become
the v e h i c l e  o f  the i n f i n i t e .
H o lin e ss  cannot become a c tu a l excep t through h o ly
(45)
"o b j e c t s ."
Furthermore, the h o ly  needs to  be ex p re sse d  and 
can be exp ressed  only through th e  s e c u la r ,  fo r  
i t  i s  through the f i n i t e  a lone t h a t  the i n f i n i t e  
can express i t s e l f , (46)
T i l l i c h ,  h im s e l f ,  asks and answers th e  second  
q u e s t io n .
Can a segment o f  f i n i t e  r e a l i t y  become the b a s i s  
fo r  an a s s e r t io n  about th a t  which i s  i n f i n i t e ?
The answer i s  th a t  i t  can , b ecau se  th a t  which i s  
i n f i n i t e  i s  b e i n g - i t s e l f  and becaus e everything  
p a r t i c ip a t e s  in  b e i n g - i t s e l f .  The a n a lo g ia  e n t i s  
i s  not the property  o f a q u e s t io n a b le  n atural  
th eo lo g y  which attem pts to  g iv e  knowledge o f God 
by drawing co n c lu s io n s  about the i n f i n i t e  from the  
f i n i t e .  The a n a lo g ia  e n t i s  g iv e s  us our only  
j u s t i f i c a t i o n  o f  speaking a t  a l l  about God, I t
(44) T i l l i c h ,  S y stem a tic  Theology, I ,  p , 263
(45) I b i d . ,  p . 239
(46) I b i d . ,  p . 242
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i s  based  on the f a c t  th a t  God must be understood  
as b e i n g - i t s e l f . ( 4 7 )
T i l l i c h ' s  understanding o f  the r e l a t i o n  o f  f i n i t e
b ein g  and b e i n g - i t s e l f  means th a t  every sta tem en t
concern ing  God ex cep t ' God i s  b e i n g - i t s e l f  i s  a
(48)
sym bolic statem ent*
. . . .  any co n cr e te  a s s e r t io n  about God must be  
sy m b o lic , fo r  a c o n cr e te  a s s e r t io n  i s  one which  
u ses  a segment of f i n i t e  ex p er ien ce  i n  order to  
say som ething about him. I t  tran scen d s  the  
co n ten t  o f  t h i s  segm ent, a lthough  i t  a ls o  
in c lu d e s  i t .  The segment of f i n i t e  r e a l i t y  
which becomes the v e h i c l e  o f a c o n c r e te  a s s e r t io n  
about God i s  a ffirm ed  and negated  a t  th e  same 
t im e . I t  becomes a symbol, f o r  a sym bolic  
e x p r e s s io n  i s  one whose proper meaning i s  negated  
by th a t  to  which i t  p o in t s .  And y e t  i t  i s  a ls o  
affirm ed  by i t ,  and t h i s  a f f ir m a t io n  g iv e s  th e  
sym bolic  e x p r e s s io n  an adequate b a s is  fo r  
p o in t in g  beyond i t s e l f , (49)
(50)
In  h is  e s s a y ,  "The Nature o f  R e l ig io u s  Language",
T i l l i c h  makes s e v e r a l  p o in ts  concern ing sym bols. Like
s i g n s ,  they p o in t  beyond th em se lv es;  b u t ,  u n l ik e  s ig n s ,
they p a r t i c ip a t e  in  th a t  toward which they p o in t .  Thus,
a symbol i s  not a r b itr a r y  or in v en ted , but i s  born,
w,out o f  a group which acknow ledges, in  t h i s  th in g ,  
t h i s  word, t h i s  f l a g  or whatever i t  may b e , i t s  
own b e in g . . . .N o w  t h i s  im p lie s  fu r th e r  th a t  i n  th e
(47) I b i d , , p . 266
(48) I b i d , ,  p p ,2 6 4 f ,
(49) I b i d . ,  p p ,2 6 5 f ,
(50) T i l l i c h ,  Theology Of C u ltu r e , p p .53-67
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moment in  which t h i s  in n er  s i t u a t i o n  of the 
human group to  a symbol has ceased  to  e x i s t  then  
the symbol d i e s .  This symbol does not "say" 
any th in g  any mor e •" (51 )
R e l ig io u s  symbols as symbols o f  the Holy are o f  t h i s
n a tu re , i . e .  they p o in t  to  th e  Holy and are e x p r e s s iv e
only i n  a c e r t a in  s i t u a t i o n .  Symbols cannot be k i l l e d
by c r i t i c i s m  i n  terms of n a tu ra l s c ie n c e  or h i s t o r i c a l
re se a r c h ;  "symbols can on ly  d ie  i f  the s i t u a t i o n  i n  which
(52)
they have been crea ted  has p assed ,"  T i l l i c h  c i t e s  as an
example the 'p assin g*  o f  the d o c tr in e  o f  the v i r g i n i t y  o f
Mary i n  P r o te s ta n t  t h e o l o g i c a l  thougtit b ecau se  o f  the
'p a s s in g '  o f  th e  two s i t u a t io n s  which gave r i s e  t o  t h i s
symbol, namely, the need fo r  a m ediator between man and
an i n a c c e s s i b l e  C h r is t ,  and the g l o r i f i c a t i o n  o f  v i r g in a l
(53)  
a s c e t ic i s m .
As regards the tr u th  o f  a symbol, T i l l i c h  sa y s :
A symbol has tr u th :  i t  i s  adequate to  the
r e v a la t io n  i t  e x p r e s se s .  A symbol i s  tr u e :  
i t  i s  the e x p r e s s io n  o f  a tru e  r e v e l a t i o n , (54)
We should a l s o  n o te  t h a t ,  accord ing  to  T i l l i c h ,
symbols are d ou b le-ed ged , i . e .  th a t  "they are d ir e c te d
(51) I b i d . ,  p p ,5 7 f f .
(52) I b i d . ,  p p .69-65
(63) I b i d , , p p ,6 5 f .
(54) T i l l i c h ,  S ystem a tic  T heology. I ,  p . 266
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toward the i n f i n i t e  which they sym bolize and toward the
f i n i t e  through which they  sym bolize i t .  They fo r c e  the
i n f i n i t e  down to f i n i t u d e  and the f i n i t e  up t o  i n f i n i t y , "
T i l l i c h  g iv e s  the example of speaking sy m b o lic a l ly  o f God
as 'F a th e r ' ,  To say th a t  God i s  our F ath er  b r in gs  God
down to  the l e v e l  o f  the human r e la t io n s h ip  o f  fa th e r  and
c h i ld .  But a t  the same tim e 'fa th erh o o d ' i s  e le v a te d
in to  th e  realm  o f the h o ly ,  i s  co n secra ted  in t o  a p a tte r n
o f the divine-huraan r e la t io n s h ip .  Thus, 'F a th e r ' spoken
s y m b o lic a l ly  o f  God r e f e r s  to  'fa th erh o o d ' i n  i t s
(55)
theonomous, sacram ental depth .
Furtherm ore, accord ing  to  T i l l i c h ,  symbols have a
n ecessa ry  fu n c t io n ,  fo r  th ey  "open up a l e v e l  o f  r e a l i t y
fo r  which non-sym bolic  speaking i s  in a d eq u a te ,"  He c i t e s
the example o f  a landscape by Rubens, The p a in t in g  has
e x te r n a l  q u a l i t i e s  o f  w e ig h t, b a lan ce  of c o lo u r s ,  e t c , ,  but
what t h i s  m ediates to  one can be exp ressed  only through th e
(56)
p a in t in g  i t s e l f .  Thus, T i l l i c h  i n s i s t s  th a t  we should
never speak o f  ' only a sym bol' ,  because
, , . . the l i t e r a l  i s  n o t more but l e s s  than sym b olic .
I f  we speak o f  th o se  dim ensions of r e a l i t y  which
(55) I b id ,  p p .2 6 6 f ,
(56) T i l l i c h ,  Theology Of C u ltu re , p p .5 6 f .
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we cannot approach i n  any o th er  way than by 
sym bols, then  symbols are not used  i n  terms 
o f  "only" but i n  terms o f  th a t  which i s  
n e c e s sa r y ,  o f  th a t which we must a p p l y . (57)  
non-analogous or non-sym bolic  knowledge  
o f  God has l e s s  tr u th  th an  analogous or 
sym bolic  know ledge. The use o f  f i n i t e  
m a te r ia ls  i n  t h e ir  ordinary sen se  fo r  the  
knowledge o f r e v e la t i o n  d e s tr o y s  th e  meaning 
o f  r e v e la t io n  and d e p r iv e s  God o f  h i s  d i v i n i t y . ( 5 8 )
One o f  T i l l i c h ' s  f a v o u r i t e  symbols p r e d ic a te d  o f  God
i s  'p e r s o n a l ' ,  and he e x p la in s  how i t  i s  t o  be used  i n  h i s
(59)
d i s c u s s io n  with E in s t e in ,  To say th a t  God i s  p erso n a l  
does not mean th a t  God i s  a p erson , fo r  indeed  th e  depth  
o f  Being i s  su p r a -p erso n a l and in c lu d e s  b oth  t h e  'He 
element* and th e  ' I t  e lem en t' ,  But i f  the 'He e le m e n t ' ,  
the p e r s o n a l  e lem en t, i s  l e f t  out, then the predom inating  
' I t  e le m e n t' transform s the su p r a -p erso n a l in t o  the sub­
p e r so n a l .
This i s  the reason  th a t  th e  symbol o f  the p erso n a l  
God i s  in d is p e n s a b le  fo r  l i v i n g  r e l i g i o n .  I t  i s  a 
symbol not an o b j e c t , , . .And i t  i s  one symbol b e s id e  
o th er s  in d ic a t in g  th a t  our p erso n a l c e n tr e  i s  
grasped  by th e  m a n ife s ta t io n  o f th e  i n a c c e s s i b l e  
ground and ab yss  of b e i n g , (60)
Now th a t  we have surveyed  T i l l i c h ' s  thought concern ing  
th e  n atu re  o f  God, man's awareness o f God, and th e  problem  
o f  sp eak in g  about God, we must s e e  how th e s e  m atters
(57) I b i d , , p ,64
(58) T i l l i c h ,  S y stem a tic  Theology. I ,  p . 146
(59) T i l l i c h ,  Theology Ot  C u ltu r e , p p .127-132
(60) I b i d . ,  p . 132
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in v o lv e ,  e x p r e ss ,  and p reserv e  the id e a  o f  God's
tra n scen d en ce . We b e g in  w ith  a ra th er  le n g th y  q u o ta t io n .
The q u e s t io n  whether the r e l a t i o n  between God 
and the world  should be exp ressed  i n  terms of  
immanence or transcend en ce i s  u s u a l ly  answered 
by an "as w e l l  a s ,"  Such an answer, a lthough  
i t  i s  c o r r e c t ,  does not s o lv e  any problem.
Immanence and transcendence are  s p a t i a l  sym bols,
God i s  or above the world or b o th . The 
q u e s t io n  i s  what does t h i s  mean i n  n o n - s p a t ia l  
terms? C e r ta in ly ,  God i s  n e i th e r  i n  another  
nor i n  t h e  same space as the w orld . He i s  the  
c r e a t iv e  ground of th e  s p a t i a l  s t r u c t u r e  o f  th e  
w orld , but he i s  not bound to  th e  s t r u c t u r e ,  
p o s i t i v e l y  or n e g a t iv e ly .  The s p a t i a l  symbol 
p o in ts  to  a q u a l i t a t i v e  r e la t io n :  God i s  immanent
i n  the world as i t s  permanent c r e a t iv e  ground and 
i s  tran scen d en t to  the world through freedom. Both  
i n f i n i t e  d i v i n i t y  and f i n i t e  human freedom make the  
world tran scen d en t to God and God tran scen d en t to  
the w orld . The r e l i g i o u s  i n t e r e s t  i n  th e  d iv in e  
tran scen d en ce  i s  not s a t i s f i e d  where one r ig h t ly  
a s s e r t s  the i n f i n i t e  transcend en ce  o f  th e  i n f i n i t e  
over the f i n i t e .  This tran scen d en ce  does not  
c o n tr a d ic t  but r a th e r  confirm s th e  c o in c id e n c e  o f  
the o p p o s i t e s .  The i n f i n i t e  i s  p r e se n t  i n  
ev ery th in g  f i n i t e ,  in  the s to n e  as w e l l  as in  the  
g e n iu s .  Transcendence demanded by r e l i g i o u s  
ex p er ie n c e  i s  the freed om -to-freed om  r e la t io n s h ip  
which i s  ac tu a l i n  every p erson a l en cou n ter .  
C e r ta in ly ,  the h o ly  i s  the "q u ite  o th er ,"  But 
the o th er n e ss  i s  not r e a l ly  con ce ived  as o th ern ess  
i f  i t  remains in  th e  a e s t h e t i c - c o g n i t i v e  realm  
and i s  n o t exp er ien ced  as the o th e r n e ss  o f  the  
d iv in e  "Thou", whose freedom may c o n f l i c t  w ith  
my freedom. The meaning o f  the s p a t i a l  symbols 
fo r  the d iv in e  transcend en ce  i s  the p o s s ib le  
c o n f l i c t  and the p o s s ib le  r e c o n c i l i a t i o n  o f  
i n f i n i t e  and f i n i t e  freed om ,(61)
(61) T i l l i c h ,  S y stem a tic  Theology, I ,  p , 292
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The id e a  o f  God's immanence i n  the world and th e
id e a  o f  His tran scen d en ce  to  the world are both based
upon T i l l i c h ' s  co n ce p t io n  o f God as b e i n g - i t s e l f .  The
n o t io n  o f  b e i n g - i t s e l f  in c lu d e s  two o th er  n o t io n s :
(1 )  the ground o f  b e in g ,  and (2) the abyss o f  b e in g .
The elem ent of 'ground of b e in g ' in d ic a t e s  the c r e a t iv e
elem ent o f  b e i n g - i t s e l f .  I t  in d ic a t e s  th e  p a r t i c ip a t io n
o f  ev e r y th in g  f i n i t e  in  the i n f i n i t e  power o f  b e in g .  On
the o th er  hand, the abysmal elem ent i n  b e i n g - i t s e l f
p o in ts  t o  th e  d i f f e r e n c e  between f i n i t e  b e in g s  and b e in g -
i t s e l f ,  i . e . ,  i t  p o in ts  to  "the fa b t  th a t  e v e ry th in g
p a r t i c ip a t e s  i n  th e  power of b e in g  i n  a f i n i t e  way, th a t
a l l  b e in g s  are i n f i n i t e l y  transcended by t  h e ir  c r e a t iv e
(62)
ground,"
T i l l i c h  contends th a t  su p ra -n a tu ra lism  has an 
in adequ ate  co n cep t io n  o f  God's tra n scen d en ce , in  th a t  
i t  " sep a ra tes  God as a b e in g ,  the h ig h e s t  b e in g ,  from a l l  
oth er  b e in g s ,  a lo n g s id e  and above which he has h is  
e x i s t e n c e ,"  He h o ld s  th a t  t h i s  n o t io n  of transcendence  
r e a l l y  tran sform s the i n f i n i t e  " in to  a f i n i t e n e s s 'w h ic h '
( 6 2 )  I b i d , ,  p , 2 6 3
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which i s  m erely an e x te n s io n  o f the c a t e g o r ie s  o f
f i n i t u d e ,"  For example, as regards sp a ce , God i s
p laced  in  a su p r a -n a tu ra l world  a lo n g s id e  the n a tu ra l
world; as regards ca u se ,  God i s  made a f i r s t  cause
a lo n g s id e  o th er  ca u ses;  as regards su b s ta n c e , G-od i s
(63)
made in t o  a b e in g  above and a lo n g s id e  o th er  b e in g s .
On the o th er  hand, n a tu ra lism  a ls o  has an inadequate
c o n ce p t io n  o f  God's tran scen d en ce , fo r  i n  id e n t i f y in g  God
w ith  the u n i t y ,  harmony, and power o f  a l l  b e in g ,
n a tu ra lism  f a i l s  to grasp  th e  i n f i n i t e  d is t a n c e  between
th e  whole o f  f i n i t e ,  th in g s  and th e ir  i n f i n i t e  ground*
"'God' becomes in terch a n g ea b le  w ith  the term  'u n iv e r s e '
(64)
and th e r e fo r e  i s  s e m a n t ic a l ly  superfluojs, " However,
n a tu ra lism  i s  équité c o r r e c t  to  i n s i s t  th a t  God would not
( 6 6 )
be God i f  He were not the c r e a t iv e  ground o f  b e in g ,
T i l l i c h ' s  id e a  o f  transcend en ce i s  th a t  o f s e l f ­
transcend en ce or e c s t a s y .  By th e se  terms T i l l i c h  means 
th a t  "the f i n i t u d e  o f  th e  f i n i t e  p o in ts  to the i n f i n i t y
o f  the i n f i n i t e .  I t  goes beyond i t s e l f  in  order to
( 6 6 )
re tu rn  to  I t s e l f  i n  a new d im e n s io n ,”
(63) T i l l i c h ,  S y stem a tic  T heology . I I ,  p . 6
(64) I b i d . ,  p . 7
(65) I b i d . ,  P.8
(66) I b i d . ,  p .8
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In  terms o f  immediate ex p er ien ce  i t  i s  the  
encounter w ith  the h o ly ,  an encounter which  
has an e c s t a t i c  c h a ra c ter .  The term  
" e c s ta t ic "  i n  the phrase " e c s t a t i c  id e a  of  
God" p o in ts  to  th e  ex p er ien ce  o f th e  h o ly  as 
tra n scen d in g  ordinary ex p er ien ce  w ith ou t  
removing i t .  E csta sy  as a s t a t e  o f  mind i s  
the ex a c t  c o r r e la t e  to  s e l f - t r a n s c e n d e n c e  as 
the s t a t e  o f r e a l i t y , (67)
Thus, T i l l i c h ' s  co n cep tio n  of God's tra n scen d en ce ,  
u n l ik e  n a tu r a lism , does not id e n t i f y  God and th e  w orld ,  
but a s s e r t s  th a t  the f i n i t e  world p a r t i c ip a t e s  in  God 
as th e  ground o f a l l  b e in g .  On the o th er  hand, u n lik e  
th e  s u p r a - n a t u r a l i s t s , T i l l i c h  does not ' c r e a te '  a supra-  
world fo r  God, but says th a t  God i s  encountered  
e c s t a t i c a l l y ,  i . e .  i n  and through ord inary  ex p er ien ce  
w h ile  n o t removing i t .  T h is ,  th en , i s  the id e a  of s e l f -  
tra n scen d en ce . F in i t u d e ,  w h ile  a s s e r t in g  i t s  own 
r e a l i t y ,  goes beyond i t s e l f ,  i . e .  i t  p o in t s  to  the  
i n f i n i t y  o f the i n f i n i t e  w h ile  a l s o  a s s e r t in g  the f i n i t u d e  
of i t s  own b e in g .
By now i t  should  be q u ite  c l e a r  what T i l l i c h  means 
by f c r e a t i v e  ground o f  b e in g * ,  by ' the p a r t i c i p a t io n  o f  
f i n i t e  b e in g s  in  b e i n g - i t s e l f .  But we must examine i n  
more d e t a i l  what i t  i s  th a t  a c t u a l ly  c o n s t i t u t e s  the
( 6 7 )  I b i d . ,  p p , 8 f .
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d i f f e r e n c e  betw een God and f i n i t e  b e in g s .  We must ask ,
What does i t  mean to  say th a t  God i s  tra n scen d en t to  th e  
world? N atu ra lism  se e s  God 'in* the w orld , and supra-  
n a tu ra lism  se e s  God 'above' the world. Both use s p a t i a l  
imagery to  exp ress  God's transcend en ce or n o n - tr anscendence. 
But as we have ob served , T i l l i c h ' s  concept o f  s e l f ­
tran scen d en ce  does not u se  s p a t i a l  im agery.
The s e l f - t r a n s c e n d e n t  id e a  o f  God r e p la c e s  the  
s p a t i a l  im a g e r y --a t  l e a s t  fo r  t h e o l o g i c a l  thought  
--b y  t h e  concept o f  f i n i t e  freedom. The d iv in e  
transcend en ce  i s  i d e n t i c a l  w ith  the freedom of  
th e  cr ea ted  to  tu rn  away from the e s s e n t i a l  u n ity  
w ith  the c r e a t iv e  ground o f i t s  b e i n g , , , , I t  i s  the  
q u a l i ty  o f  f i n i t e  freedom w ith in  the cr ea te d  which  
makes pantheism  im p o ss ib le  and not th e  n o t io n  o f  a 
h ig h e s t  b ein g  a lo n g s id e  the w o r ld , whether h is  
r e l a t i o n  to  the world i s  d escr ib ed  i n  d e i s t i c  or 
t h e i s t i c  t e r m s ,(68)
T i l l i c h  b ases  the e x i s t e n c e  of f i n i t e  freedom upon th e  
d is c o v e r ie s  o f  e x i s t e n t i a l  and phenom enologica l a n a ly se s .
He e x p la in s  th e  s p l i t  in  man between e s s e n c e  and e x i s t e n c e  
i n  g r e a t  d e t a i l  i n  Part I  o f  h is  f i r s t  volume o f  
S y stem a tic  T heology . but we need n ot go i n t o  such a mass 
o f  m a te r ia l  in  t h i s  paper. S u f f i c e  i t  h ere  to  r e f e r  to  
our p rev iou s treatm ent o f  man's awareness o f  p o t e n t i a l
( 6 8 )  I b i d . ,  p . 9
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i n f i n i t y  and a c tu a l  f i n i t u d e ,  which, accord in g  to
T i l l i c h ,  shows man's f i n i t e  freedom and the d i f f e r e n c e
(69)
between God and man. But we should be m istaken  i f  we
were to  th in k  th a t  T i l l i c h  se e s  God's transcend en ce as
only the r e s u l t  o f  man's c h o ice  in  freedom . The i s s u e
i s  not n ea r ly  so s im p le , fo r  T i l l i c h  seems to  h o ld  th a t
the ' f a l l *  o f  man i s  i n e v i t a b le  and even th a t  th ere  i s
(70)
a common p o in t  in  the ' f a l l *  and ' c r e a t i o n ' , In  o th er
words, accord in g  to  T i l l i c h ,  ' t o  b e' means ' to  be faL l e n ' ,
to  have o n e 's  e s se n c e  and e x is t e n c e  sep a ra te d . Indeed,
man might even be d e f in e d  as ' f i n i t e  freed om '. So i t  i s
th a t  T i l l i c h  s a y s :
God as the ground o f b e in g  i n f i n i t e l y  transcend s  
th a t  o f  which he i s  the ground. He stands  
a g a in s t  the world i n  so f a r  as the w orld  stands  
a g a in s t  him, and he stands fo r  the w orld , thereby  
cau sin g  i t  to  s tan d  fo r  him. This mutual freedom  
from each o t h e r ,and fo r  each o th er  i s  the only  
m eaningful sen se  in  which the "supra" i n  "supra- 
naturalism " can be used . Only in  t h i s  sen se  can 
we speak o f  "transcendent" w ith  r e s p e c t  to  the 
r e l a t i o n  of God and the w o r ld ,(71)
Thus, we se e  how the o n t o lo g ic a l  and co sm o lo g ica l
approaches employed by T i l l i c h  e s t a b l i s h  the id e a  o f  th e
s e l f - t r a n s c e n d e n c e  o f  f i n i t u d e ,  and how the id e a  o f s e l f -
(69) I b i d . ,  p . 25
(70) c f .  R einhold  N iebuhr's  in t e r p r e t a t io n  and c r i t i c i s m
o f  T i l l i c h  i n  The Theology o f  Paul T i l l i c h , pp, 
216-229 .
(71) T i l l i c h ,  S ystem atic  T heology, I I ,  p , 8
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tran scen d en ce  i s  tak en  up i n  T i l l i c h ' s  co n cep tio n  o f
God's tran scen d en ce . F u rth er , we se e  how the id e a  o f
God, as b e i n g - i t s e l f  which in c lu d e s  the elem ents o f
'ground o f  b e in g ' and 'abyss o f  b e in g * ,  i s  the b a s i s  o f
T i l l i c h ' s  co n cep t io n  o f  God's immanence i n  th e  world and
tran scen d en ce  to  the w orld . Now, we s h a l l  s e e  how
T i l l i c h ' s  method of speak ing about God, i . e .  s y m b o l ic a l ly ,
seeks to  exp ress  and p reserv e  God's tr a n sce n d en ce .
I f  God as the ground o f  b ein g  i n f i n i t e l y  
tran scen d s  ev ery th in g  th a t  i s ,  two consequences  
f o l lo w :  f i r s t ,  whatever one knows about a
f i n i t e  th in g  one knows about God, becau se  i t  i s  
ro o ted  i n  him as i t s  ground; secon d , anyth ing  
one knows about a f i n i t e  th in g  cannot be a p p lied  
to  God, because he i s ,  as has been s a id ,  " q u ite  
other" o r ,  as could  be s a id ,  " e c s t a t i c a l l y  
transcendent#"  The u n ity  o f  th e s e  two d ivergen t  
consequences i s  the analogous or sym bolic  knowledge 
o f  God. A  r e l i g i o u s  symbol u ses  th e  m a te r ia l  o f  
ordinary ex p er ien ce  in  speaking of God, but in  such  
a way th a t  the ordinary meaning o f  th e  m a ter ia l  
used i s  both  a ffirm ed  and d en ied . Every r e l ig io u s  
symbol n eg a te s  i t s e l f  in  l i t e r a l  meaning, but i t  
a ff ir m s  i t s e l f  i n  i t s  s e l f - t r a n s c e n d e n t  m e a n in g , . . .  
Thus i t  f o l lo w s  th a t  ev ery th in g  r e l i g i o n  has to  say  
about God, in c lu d in g  h i s  q u a l i t i e s ,  a c t io n s  and 
m a n ife s ta t io n s ,  has a sym bolic ch a ra c ter  and the  
meaning o f  "God" i s  com plete ly  m issed  i f  one takes  
the sym bolic  language l i t e r a l l y , (72)
Symbols, th en , exp ress  and p rese rv e  th e  transcend en ce
( 7 2 )  I b i d , , p p . 9 f .
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o f  God, f o r  symbols are  terms th a t  are not p red ica te d
u n iv o c a l ly  o f  f i n i t e  b e in g s  and of God, In t h i s  s e n s e ,
symbols speak more t r u ly  of God than do v/ords b earin g
l i t e r a l  meaning, b ecau se  the "use o f  f i n i t e  m a te r ia ls  in
t h e i r  ordinary sen se  fo r  th e  Icn owl edge o f  r e v e la t io n
d e s tr o y s  the meaning o f  r e v e la t io n  and d ep r iv es  God o f
h is  d i v i n i t y ,"  T i l l i c h  contends th a t  when we a t t r ib u t e
lo v e ,  mercy, power, e t c .  to  God, we a t t r ib u t e  q u a l i t i e s
exp er ien ced  i n  o u r s e lv e s ,  and th a t  they  cannot be a p p lied
to  God in  t h e i r  l i t e r a l  sen se  w ithout le a d in g  to  "an
i n f i n i t e  amount of a b s u r d i t ie s ."  So i t  i s  th a t" th e
sym bolic ch a ra c ter  of th e s e  q u a l i t i e s  must be m aintained
c o n s i s t e n t l y .  Otherwise every sp eak in g  about the d iv in e
(73)
becomes absurd."
But th e r e  i s  a danger even in  sp eak in g  of God
s y m b o l ic a l ly .
The th e o lo g ia n  cannot escape making God an 
o b je c t  i n  the l o g i c a l  sen se  o f  the word, 
j u s t  as the lo v e r  cannot escape making th e  
b elov ed  an o b je c t  o f  knowledge and a c t io n .
The danger of l o g i c a l  o b j e c t i f i c a t i o n  i s  
th a t  i t  never i s  merely l o g i c a l .  I t  c a r r ie s  
o n t o lo g ic a l  p r e su p p o s it io n s  and im p l ic a t io n s .
I f  God i s  brought in t o  the s u b j e c t - o b j e c t  
s tr u c tu r e  o f  b e in g ,  he cea ses  to  be the ground
(73) T i l l i c h ,  Theology Of C u ltu re , p , 62
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o f  b e in g  and becomes one b e in g  among o th ers  
( f i r s t  of a l l ,  a b e in g  b e s id e  the s u b je c t  who 
look s  a t  him as an o b je c t  ) * He c e a se s  to  be 
the God who i s  r e a l l y  God*. . .  Theology always 
must remember th a t  in  sp ea k in g  o f  God i t  makes 
an o b je c t  o f  th a t  which precedes the s u b j e c t -  
o b je c t  s tr u c tu r e  and th a t ,  th e r e fo r e ,  i t  must 
in c lu d e  in  i t s  speaking of God the acknowledgment 
th a t  i t  cannot make God an o b je c t* (74)
The same problem co n fro n ts  us when we say th a t we
encounter God as 'T hou', as a 'Thou'; b u t ,  accord in g  to
T i l l i c h ,  b ein g  and p erson a l are not c o n tr a d ic to r y ,  fo r
the "ground o f  b e in g  i s  th e  ground o f  p erso n a l b e in g ,
not i t s  n e g a t io n . R e l ig io u s ly  sp eak in g , t h i s  means
th a t  our encounter w ith  God who i s  a p erson  in c lu d e s  th e
encounter w ith  the God who i s  the ground o f ev ery th in g
(75)
p e rso n a l  and as such not a p erson ,"  Thus T i l l i c h  
con clu d es :
The God who i s  a b e in g  i s  transcend ed  by the  
God who i s  Being i t s e l f ,  the ground and abyss  
of every being* And the God who i s  a person
i s  transcended  by the God who i s  P e r so n a l-  
i t s e l f ,  the ground and abyss o f  every p e r s o n ,(76)
This p o in t  lea d s  us to  one f i n a l  c o n s id e r a t io n  o f  th e
problem o f  speaking about God, God cannot become an
o b je c t  b ecau se , as b e i n g - i t s e l f .  He i s  the c r e a t iv e  ground
(74) T i l l i c h ,  S ystem atic  T heology, I ,  p , 191 
(76) T i l l i c h ,  B i b l i c a l  R e l ig io n  And The Search For
U ltim ate  R e a l t y  , p. 83
(76) I b i d . ,  p p ,8 2 f .
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o f  the sub j e c t -o b  j e c t  struct-ure; He i s  ' p r io r  to* the  
s p l i t  between s u b je c t  and o b jec t*  So i t  i s  th a t  the  
s ta te m en t,  'God i s  b e i n g - i t s e l f ,  i s  n o t a sym bolic  
s ta te m en t.  Every o th er  sta tem en t i s  sy m b o lic , and i s  
s u b je c t  to  d e m y th o lo g isa t io n ,  r e -m y th o lo g is a t lo n ,  de­
l i  t e r  a l i s a t i  on or r e - s y m b o l is a t io n ,  but i t  would appear 
t h a t ,  accord ing  to  T i l l i c h ,  God cannot be d e -o n to lo g is e d .  
Now th a t  we have con sid ered  s e p a r a te ly  th e  id e a  o f  
God's transcend en ce as exp ressed  by M asca ll and T i l l i c h  
in  t h e ir  approaches to  f i n i t e  b e in g , i n  t h e i r  d e a l in g s  
w ith  the problem o f  sp eak in g  about God, and i n  th e ir  
d ir e c t  trea tm en ts  of the concept o f  tra n scen d en ce , l e t  
us make some comparisons and c o n tr a s t s  i n  t h e i r  p o s i t i o n s .  
We b eg in  by a sk in g  i f  th ere  i s  any e s s e n t i a l  
d i f f e r e n c e  between the approaches o f  M ascall and T i l l i c h .  
M a sca ll ,  as we have see n , agrees th a t  the co sm o lo g ica l  
approach has i t s  g r e a t e s t  va lu e  in  con tem platin g  f i n i t u d e ,  
and we may ask i f  by ' con tem plation  o f  f i n i t u d e ' M ascall  
means som ething o th e r  than T i l l i c h  means by 'a n a ly s i s  o f  
f i n i t u d e ' .  F u rth er , M ascall says th a t  the r e c o g n it io n
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o f  the i n f i n i t e  from the f i n i t e  i s  p o s s ib le  ' j u s t  because  
th e  mind as a mind' has t h i s  a b i l i t y  o f  r e c o g n it io n ;  and 
T i l l i c h  says th a t  the 'cosm olog ica l r e c o g n it io n '  o f  the  
ground of being  i s  p o s s ib l e  because o f  an immediate 
awareness of the U nconditioned (as  exp ressed  i n  the  
o n t o lo g ic a l  approach). Thus, we may ask i f  th e  two 
approaches d i f f e r  other than i n  th e ir  c h o ic e  o f  words.
In  s p i t e  of apparent s i m i l a r i t i e s  and sym p ath ies ,  
the two approaches seem t o  us to  d i f f e r  sh a r p ly .  I t  i s  
tru e  th a t  a t  p la c e s  T i l l i c h ' s  a n a ly s is  seems to  have the  
fo r c e  o f  'p ro v in g ' the i n f i n i t e  from the f i n i t e .  I t  i s  
a lso  tr u e  th a t  M ascall p la y s  down the argum entative a sp ec t  
of h i s  c a se  by r e ly in g  upon ' i n t u i t i v e  reason ' and not  
com p lete ly  upon d i s c u r s iv e  reason , Hov/ever, n o tw ith ­
s ta n d in g  th e s e  f a c t s ,  the two approaches s t r i k e  one as 
being  b a s i c a l l y  d i f f e r e n t .  Which p o s i t i o n  we judge to  be 
c o r r e c t  w i l l  probably depend upon whether we agree w ith  
M ascall th a t  " f in i tu d e  im p lie s  i n f i n i t y "  (where ' im p l i e s ' 
has the fo r c e  o f  sa y in g  ' le a d s  one to  a s s e n t  t o ' ) ,  or 
whether we agree w ith  T i l l i c h  th a t  f i n i t u d e  ex p resse s  only  
th e  q u e s t io n  of God, M asca ll*s  c o n te n t io n  i s ,  a t  the  
very l e a s t ,  th a t  the con tem p la tion  o f  f i n i t u d e  (which by 
ask ing  sb out the cause o f f i n i t e  e x i s t a n t s  and f in d in g  no
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answer in  f i n i t u d e ,  le a d s  one to  the c e r t a in t y  o f  th e
I n f i n i t e )  'm o n s tr a te s ' the e x is t e n c e  o f God, On the
o th er  hand, T i l l i c h  says :
C a u sa lity  ex p re sse s  by im p l ic a t io n  the i n a b i l i t y  
of anyth ing  to  r e s t  on i t s e l f .  E veryth in g  i s  
d riven  beyond i t s e l f  to  i t s  ca u se , and th e  cause  
i s  d r iv e n  beyond i t s e l f  to  i t s  ca u se ,  and so  on 
i n d e f i n i t e l y .  C au sa lity  p ow erfu lly  ex p resse s  
the abyss of non-being  in  e v e r y t h in g , (77)
Thus, T i l l i c h ' s  approach seeks to  e lu c id a t e  the
q u e s t io n  o f b e in g  or of God which i s  exp ressed  i n
f i n i t u d e ,  ra th e r  than to  le a d  one to  the c e r t a in t y  o f  the
e x i s t e n c e  o f  an i n f i n i t e  God,
However, the sh a rp est  d i f f e r e n c e  betw een M ascall and
T i l l i c h  emerges in  t h e ir  treatm ents o f the nature o f God,
I t  might appear th a t  b oth  a r r iv e  a t a tr a n sce n d en t ,
i n f i n i t e  God, but th ere  i s  a g rea t d i f f e r e n c e  in  the two
co n cep tion s  of God, M ascall a r r iv e s  at th a t  which
T i l l i c h  says i s  th e  n eg a tio n  of God, i , e .  a b e in g ,
in d eed , an i n f i n i t e ,  h ig h e s t ,  most pow erful b e in g ,  but
s t i l l  a b e in g .  In  t h i s  r e s p e c t  M ascall does not
s i g n i f i c a n t l y  d i f f e r  from th e  s u p r a -n a tu r a l i s t  p o in t  o f
view  which T i l l i c h  so s tr o n g ly  c r i t i c i s e s ,  M ascall*a
(77) T i l l i c h ,  S ystem a tic  T heology, I ,  p , 218
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c o n ce p t io n  o f God p la c e s  Him ' above* and 'b efore*  a l l
o th er  b e in g s ,  and in  so doing p o s i t s  God as a being*
T i l l i c h ,  o f  c o u r s e ,  i s  u n w il l in g  to  a llo w  t h i s .
The b e in g  of God i s  b e i n g - i t s e l f .  The b e in g  
o f  God cannot be u n d ersto o d .a s  the e x i s t e n c e  
a lo n g s id e  o th ers  or above o th e r s .  I f  God 
i s  a b e in g ,  he i s  s u b je c t  to th e  c a t e g o r ie s  o f  
f i n i t u d e ,  e s p e c ia l l y  to  space and su b s ta n c e .
Even i f  he  i s  c a l l e d  the " h ig h est  being" in  the  
sen se  o f the "most p e r fe c t"  and the "most 
powerful" b e in g , t h i s  s i t u a t i o n  i s  not changed, 
When a p p lie d  to  God, s u p e r la t iv e s  become 
d im in u t iv e s .  They p la c e  him on the l e v e l  o f  
o th er  b e in g s  w h ile  e le v a t in g  him above a l l  o f  
t h e m , . . . , A  th eo lo gy  which does not dare to  
i d e n t i f y  God as the power of b e in g  as the f i r s t  
s te p  toward a d o c tr in e  o f God r e la p s e s  in to  
monarchic monotheism, fo r  i f  God i s  not b e in g -  
i t s e l f  he i s  su b o rd in a te  to i t , . . ,  (78)
T i l l i c h  contends th a t  when 'th e  f i r s t  c a u s e ' i s
a s s e r te d  to  be a b s o lu te ,  th en  i t  i s  used as a symbol of
(79)
the c r e a t iv e  and abysmal ground o f  b e in g .  This p o in t  
can be see n  i n  the d i f f e r e n t  ways in  which the term  
' i n f i n i t e *  i s  used  by M asca ll and T i l l i c h ,  M ascall  
se e s  God as ' th e  I n f i n i t e ' ,  but T i l l i c h  judges th a t  
" b e i n g - i t s e l f  cannot be i d e n t i f i e d  w ith  i n f i n i t y ,  th a t  
i s ,  w ith  the n e g a t io n  o f f i n i t u d e .  I t  p reced es the  
f i n i t e ,  and i t  p reced es th e  i n f i n i t e  n e g a t io n  o f  the
(78) I b i d , ,  p ,S61
(79) I b i d , , p . 264
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f i n i t e , ” We may fu r th e r  su g g e s t  th a t  th e  r e a so n  f o r
M asca ll*s  a r r iv in g  a t  what T i l l i c h  c o n s id e r s  a symbol
o f b e i n g - i t s e l f ,  i . e .  a t  ' the I n f in i t e *  in s t e a d  of th a t
which p reced es  th e  d i v i s i o n  o f  f i n i t e  and i n f i n i t e ,  i s  to
be found in  the f a c t  th a t  M asca ll*s approach i s  founded
in  f i n i t e  e x i s t a n t s  and can never tran scen d  the realm  of
b e in g s .  I t  would appear th a t  M ascall*s  * i n f i n i t e  * i s
a rr iv ed  at sim ply by f in d in g  no answer i n  f i n i t u d e  to
th e  q u e s t io n  of i t s  own b e in g , and by h y p o s t a t i s in g  the
r e s u l t in g  n e c e s s i t y  fo r  the i n f i n i t e ,  i . e .  by n eg a tin g
f i n i t u d e  and by h y p o s t a t i s in g  i t s  n e g a t io n ,  M ascall
would say th a t  the e x i s t e n c e  o f  God as we know Him and the
e x i s t e n c e  of God as He i s  in  H im self are d i f f e r e n t ;  and
T i l l i c h ,  to o ,  acknowledges the d i f f e r e n c e  between God as
(81)
b e in g  and God as r e la t e d  and l i v i n g .  He h o ld s  th a t  i n  
every r e l a t i o n  God becomes a ' Thou * fo r  u s ;  in  every  
knowledge o f God, God becomes an o b je c t ;  but the  
s ta te m en t,  *God i s  b e i n g - i t s e l f * ,  i s  not sy m b o lic , not  
sim ply God as He i s  to  u s ,  not sim ply as He i s  fo r  our 
knowledge. Rather * God i s  b e i n g - i t s e l f *  ex p resse s  God 
as He i s  in  H im se lf ,  This c l a r i f i c a t i o n  by T i l l i c h  seems
(80) I b i d , ,  p ,212
(81) c f .  I b i d , ,  p p .261-321
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to  confirm  th a t  M asca ll*s approach a r r iv e s  only a t a
symbol f o r  God, fo r  when we speak of God as r e la t e d ,  as
a * Thou* fo r  u s ,  as a b ein g , th en  our speech  i s  sym bolic
in  r e l a t i o n  t o  b e i n g - i t s e l f .
One might ask T i l l i c h ,  on M asca ll*s  b e h a l f ,  i f  one
can w orship  b e i n g - i t s e l f ;  i f  i t  i s  not n ecessa ry  to  th in k
o f  God as a b e in g  not a lo n g s id e  but above a l l  o th er  b e in g s ,
“ ( 821"
George P, Thomas r a i s e d  th i s  q u e s t io n ,  and T i l l i c h  r e p l ie d  
as f o l lo w s :
To Mr, Thomas*s re q u est  to  th in k  o f  God as a 
b e in g ,  not a lo n g s id e  but above the o th er  b e in g s ,
I  answer th a t  l o g i c a l l y  the "above" i s  one 
d i r e c t io n  of the "alongside" except i t  mean th at  
which i s  the ground and abyss o f  a l l  b e in g s .
Then, however, i t  i s  hard to c a l l  i t  a b e in g .
C er ta in ly  in  the I-Thou r e la t io n s h ip  o f  man and 
h is  God, God becomes a b e in g , a p erson , a "thou" 
fo r  u s .  But a l l  t h i s  i s  on the ground o f  h i s  
ch a ra c ter  as b e i n g - i t s e l f - - a n  in s ig h t  which i s  
im portant fo r  the meaning o f  prayer and 
m e d i t a t io n , (83)
As regards the q u e s t io n  o f  speaking about the  
trans cendent God, M asca ll and T i l l i c h  are i n  s u b s ta n t ia l  
agreement, M ascall contends th a t  words are n e i th e r  
p r e d ic a te d  u n iv o c a l ly  nor e q u iv o c a l ly  o f  f i n i t e  b e in gs  
and God, T i l l i c h  contends th a t  a term o r d in a r i ly  p re -
(82) Thomas, George F , , "The Method And S tru ctu re  o f
T i l l i c h * s  Theology" in  The Theology o f  Paul 
T i l l i c h ,  p . 104
(83) T i l l i c h ,  P a u l , * *^Rcply To I n te r p r é ta t io n  and Criticism s**
in  The T heology o f  Paul T i l l i c h , p .341
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d ic a te d  o f  f i n i t e  b e in gs  when p r e d ic a te d  o f  G-od i s  both  
d en ied  and a ffirm ed  by the r e a l i t y  to  w h ich  i t  p o in t s .  
F urther , M ascall makes no attem pt to  prove God*s nature  
by the argument of a n a lo g ia  e n t i s , ra th er  he u se s  i t  as a 
means o f  sp eak in g  about God, S im i la r ly ,  T i l l i c h  se e s  
th e  proper u se  o f  symbols as b e in g  means o f speak ing about 
God, and he d en ies  the v a l i d i t y  of any th e o d ic y  based on 
analogy or symbolism. On one hand, both  M ascall and 
T i l l i c h  seek  to  p rese rv e  the t r u th  of sym bolic  language .
M ascall b ases  th e  a p p l i c a b i l i t y  of a n a lo g ic a l  terms upon 
the resem blance o f an e f f e c t  to  i t s  ca u se ,  and T i l l i c h  
b a ses  h i s  u se  o f  symbols upon t h e i r  p a r t i c ip a t io n  in  th a t  
towards which they p o in t .  On the o th er  hand, both  M ascall  
and T i l l i c h  seek  to  p reserv e  the tran scen d en ce  o f God i n  
t h e i r  u se  of a n a lo g ic a l  p r e d ic a t io n s  and sym bols. To t h i s  
end. M asca ll m ain ta ins th a t  terms which p rop er ly  apply to  
f i n i t e  r e a l i t y  are  not p r e d ic a te d  u n iv o c a l ly  o f  f i n i t e  
e x i s t a n t s  and God, S im i la r ly ,  T i l l i c h  m ain ta ins th a t  
symbols do not c la im  a l i t e r a l  tr u th ,  and th a t  God transcend s  
a l l  symbols such as p e r so n a l ,  lo v in g  or e x i s t i n g .  Thus, 
th er e  i s ,  in d eed , a d i f f e r e n c e  between M asca ll and T i l l i c h  
as regards the b a s is  o f  t h e ir  a n a lo g ic a l  or sym bolic  
speech about God, but in  r e s p e c t  to  m otives and methods.
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they la r g e ly  agree  concern ing  the problem of speaking
(84)
about God.
As regards the id ea  o f  tran scen d en ce , M ascall and 
T i l l i c h  b a s i c a l l y  agree in  m otives but d is a g r e e  sharply  
in  e x p r e s s io n .  Both c a l l  a t t e n t io n  t o  th e  f a c t  th a t  
any sp eech  i s  inadequate fo r  proper knowledge o f  God,
Both w ish  to  m ainta in  the i n f i n i t e  d i f f e r e n c e  between  
God and the w orld , w h ile  a s s e r t in g  th a t  God i s  the  
w o r ld ’s c r e a to r .  Both a s s e r t  th a t  God’s b ein g  i s  a s e , 
and th a t  the world e x i s t s  ^  a l i o . Both w ish  to  a s s e r t  
th a t  the d i f f e r e n c e  between God and the world i s  founded  
in  th e  very nature o f  God’s b e in g , i . e .  th a t  th er e  i s  
an o n t o lo g ic a l  d i f f e r e n c e  between God and the world,
M asca ll seek s  to  exp ress  God’s tran scen d en ce  in  o n t o lo g ic a l  
terms taken  from the c a te g o r ie s  o f  tim e, space and 
substance* God i s  the f i r s t  cause; He i s  above the  
n a tu r a l  w o r ld ’s p r o c e s se s ;  He i s  the i n f i n i t e ,  h ig h e s t ,  
most pow erful b e in g , M ascall b eg in s w ith  th e s e  
c a te g o r ie s  and never manages to  escape from them. Thus, 
he i s  open to  T i l l i c h ’s c r i t i c i s m  th a t  such an i n f i n i t e  
God i s  sim ply the g r e a t e s t  e x te n s io n  o f  a God co n fin ed  in
(84) c f .  T i l l i c h ,  S y stem a tic  T heology . I ,  p p ,1 4 5 f .
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and s u b je c t  t o  f i n i t e  c a t e g o r ie s .  On the other hand, 
T i l l i c h ’s o n t o lo g ic a l  a n a ly s i s  makes u se  o f  E x i s t e n t i a l  
c a t e g o r ie s .  He ex p re sse s  God’s tran scen d en ce  in  terms 
of s e l f - t r a n s c e n d e n c e ,  o f  man’s awareness of th e  s p l i t  
between h i s  e ssen ce  and e x i s t e n c e ,  and o f man’s f i n i t e  
freedom.
We c l o s e  w ith  one word o f  c r i t i c i s m ,  T i l l i c h  i s
r ig h t  to  p o in t  out th a t  i t  i s  not s u f f i c i e n t  to  e x p la in
God’s tran scen d en ce  i n  s p a t ia l  term s. But are we not
j u s t i f i e d  i n  a sk in g  i f  i t  i s  s u f f i c i e n t  to  e x p la in  God’s
tran scen d en ce  only in  terms o f freedom? D o u b tle s s ,  the
q u e s t io n  of meaning in  l i f e  and man’s ex p er ie n c e  of d iv i - -
Sion w ith in  h im s e l f  are r e a l .  D o u b tless ,  t o o ,  any
adequate treatm ent of transcend en ce must a f f ir m  th a t  God
i s  beyond such d i v i s i o n .  But are th e r e  not o th er
q u e st io n s  and in a d eq u a c ies  which are a l s o  r e a l  to  men,
George E, Thomas su g g e s ts  th a t  such q u estio n s  as th o se  of
( 8 5 )
death  and error  may be r e le v a n t  as w e l l .  I f  th e se  are  
exp er ien ced  as in a d e q u a c ie s ,  then i t  would appear th a t  God 
as tran scen d en t must be exp ressed  i n  terms s im i la r  to
( 8 5 )  T h o i ^ a s ' j -  o p ,  c i t , ,  p , 9 7
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’ e tern a l*  and ’p e r f e c t * .  E ith er  T i l l i c h  must show 
th a t  such q u e s t io n s  are not u lt im a te  or he must e x p la in  
how the con cept o f  b e i n g - i t s e l f  in c lu d e s  th e s e  
ex p r e ss io n s  of God’ s tran scen d en ce . We are not  
doubting th a t  i t  i s  h e lp f u l  to  express  God’ s 
tran scen d en ce  in  terms of freedom , we sim ply  q u e s t io n  
i f  t h i s  i s  a s u f f i c i e n t  e x p r e ss io n  o f  the transcendence  
o f  God.
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C h a p t e r  4
T H E  N O T I O N  OF T R A N S C E N D E N C E  I N  T H E  P H I L O S O P H Y
O F KA.RL J A S P E R S .
I n  t h i s  p a p e r  w e  s h a l l  l o o k  a t  t h e  n o t i o n  o f  t r a n s c e n d ­
e n c e  i n  t h e  p h i l o s o p h y  o f  K a r l  J a s p e r s .  W e s h a l l  n o t  l i m i t  
o n r  s t u d y  t o  J a s p e r s ’ a c t u a l  t r e a t m e n t  o f  T r a n s c e n d e n c e ,  b u t  
s h a l l  e n q u i r e  i n t o  w h a t  h e  s e e s  a s  f u n d a m e n t a l  i n  p h i l o s o p h ­
i z i n g ,  v i z .  t h e  a w a r e n e s s  o f  t h e  E n c o m p a s s i n g  ( d a s  U m g r e i f e n d e ) ,  
s i n c e  J a s p e r s ’ i d e a  o f  t h e  E n c o m p a s s i n g  b e a r s  c o m p a r i s  o n  w i t h  
t h e  i d e a s  o f  a  t r a n s c e n d e n t  G o d  p r e s e n t e d  b y  M a s c a l l  a n d  
T i l l i c h .
B o t h  M a s c a l l  a n d  T i l l i c h  m a l c e  u s e  o f  a n  o n t o l o g i c a l  
a p p r o a c h  i n  t h e i r  t r e a t m e n t s  o f  t h e  t r a n s c e n d e n c e  o f  G o d ,  
b u t  s t r i c t l y  s p e a l c i n g ,  J a s p e r s  i s  a  * p e r i e c h o n t o l o g i s t  ’ ràôier than 
a n  o n t o l o g i s t ,  P e r i e c h o n t o l o g y  d i f f e r s  f r o m  t h e  o r d i n a r y  
f o r m  o f  o n t o l o g y  i n  t h a t  w h e r e a s  t h e  l a t t e r  s e e k s  t o  d e a l  
w i t h  B e i n g ,  t o  a s s e r t  w h a t  i t  i s ,  t h e  f o r m e r  i s  c o n c e r n e d  
w i t h  t h e  q u e s t i o n  o f  h o w  B e i n g  c a n  b e  f o r  u s . .  J a s p e r s  d o e s  
n o t  a s k  w h a t ^  B e i n g  i s ,  f o r  t h e  q u e s t i o n  o f  w h a t  a l r e a d y  p r e ­
s u p p o s e s  t h a t  o n e  k n o w s  h o w  a  t h i n g  i s .  W h a t  a s k s  f o r  t h e  
d i s t i n g u i s h i n g  n a t u r e  o f  a  t h i n g ,  f o r  i t s  e s s e n c e .  F o r  
J a s p e r s  t h e  p r i o r  q u e s t i o n  i s  H o w .  H e  a s k s  f o r  t h e  m o d e  o f  
B e i n g ,  I n  t h i s  a p p r o a c h ,  J a s p e r s  f o l l o w s  K a n t ’ s  d i s t i n c t i o n  
b e t w e e n  a p p e a r a n c e  a n d  t h e  t h i n g - i n - i t s e l f .  J u s t  a s  i t  i s  
n e c e s s a r y  f i r s t  t o  d e a l  w i t h  a p p e a r a n c e ,  s o  J a s p e r s  s e e s  t h e
9*^
f i r s t  t a s k  o f  p h i l o s o p h i z i n g  t o  h e  t h e  e n q u i r i n g  i n t o
( 1)
t h e  H o w  o f  B e i n g ,
P h i l o s o p h i c a l  t h i n k i n g  o f  G o d  w h i c h  g a i n s  
c e r t a i n t y  i n  t h e  f o u n d e r i n g  o f  t h o u g h t  p r e -  
h e n d s  t h e  ’ t h a t ’ n o t  t h e  ’ w h a t ’ o f  t h e  g o d -  
head. (11 1 ,3 9 )  (2 )
A  s e c o n d  p o i n t  c o n c e r n i n g  J a s p e r s ’ p r o c e d u r e  s h o u l d  
h e  n o t e d .  O f t e n  i n  h i s  p h i l o s o p h i z i n g  t h e  s a m e  c o n c l u s i o n  
a r i s e s  i n  h i s  t r e a t m e n t  o f  d i f f e r e n t  s u b j e c t s .  S u c h  
’ r e d u n d a n c y ’ i s  n o t  a c c i d e n t a l .  O n  t h e  c o n t r a r y ,  i t  s h o w s  
t h e  i n t e n t i o n a l  u n i t y  o f  J a s p e r s ’ s  p h i l o s o p h i z i n g .  H i s  a i m  
i s  t o  i l l u m i n a t e  e x i s t e n c e  i n  s u c h  a  m a n n e r  t h a t  t h e  a w a r e ­
n e s s  o f  t h e  E n c o m p a s s i n g  b e c o m e s  a  p o s s i b i l i t y  i n  t h e  
E x i s t e n z e n  o f  h i s  r e a d e r s .  T h u s ,  h i s  t r e a t m e n t  o f  c y p h e r s ,  
o f  r e a s o n ,  o f  b o u n d a r y  s i t u a t i o n s ,  e t c , , a l l ,  a i m  a t  t h i s  
e n d ,  J a s p e r s  m a k e s  i t  q u i t e  c l e a r  t h a t  t h i s  i s  h i s  
i n t e n t i o n  i n  t h e  f o r e w o r d  t o  h i s  P h i l o s o p h i e ,
( 1 )  K n a u s s y  G e r h a r d ,  ’^ T h e  C o n c e p t  o f  T h e  E n c o m p a s s i n g  i n  
J a s p e r s ’ P h i l o s o p h y ” i n  T h e  P h i l o s o p h y  o f  K a r l  J a s p e r s ,  
p , 1 6 7 ,
( S )  T h y s s e n ,  J o h a n n e s ,  ” T h e  C o n c e p t  o f  ’ F o u n d e r i n g ’ i n
J a s p e r s ’ P h i l o s o p h y ” i n  T h e  P h i l o s o p h y  o f  K a r l  J a s p e r s ,  
p . 3 1 4 ,
A l l  p a g e  n u m b e r s  i n  p a r e n t h e s e s  a f t e r  q u o t a t i o n s  r e f e r  t o  
J a s p e r s ’ P h i l o s o p h i e ,  R o m a n  n u m e r a l s  r e f e r  t o  v o l u m e  n u m b e r  
w h e r e  t h e  s o u r c e  q u o t e d  w a s  s o  d i v i d e d .  W h e r e  n o  v o l u m e  r e f -  
e r e n c e  i s  g i v e n ,  u s e  w a s  m a d e  o f  a n  u n d i v i d e d  s o u r c e .  F o o t ­
n o t e s  w i l l  r e f e r  t o  s o u r c e s  o f  t r a n s l a t i o n ,  a n d  t h e  r e f e r ­
e n c e s  i n  p a r e n t h e s e s  a r e  t h o s e  g i v e n  b y  t h e  t r a n s l a t o r s  
t h e m s e l v e s .
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T h e  m e a n i n g  o f  p h i l o s o p h i z i n g  l i e s  i n  a  s i n g l e  
t h o u g h t ,  w h i c h  a s  s u c h  i s  i n e x p r e s s i b l e  : t h e  
a w a r e n e s s  o f  B . e i n g  i n  i t s e l f ;  e a c h  c h a p t e r  o f  
t h i s  w o r k  s h o u l d  m a k e  i t  a c c e s s i b l e ;  e a c h  
s h o u l d  r e p r e s e n t  t h e  w h o l e  i n  s m a l l e r  f o r m ,  b u t  
a t  a n y  g i v e n  t i m e  o n e  c h a p t e r  l e a v e s  d a r k  w h a t  
w i l l  b e  i l l u m i n a t e d  o n l y  b y  t h e  r e s t , ( 3 )
S i n c e  J a s p e r s  a d o p t s  t h i s  m e t h o d  o f  p h i l o s o p h i z i n g  w e  
s h o u l d  n o t  e x p e c t  h i s  w o r k  t o  b e  o n e  e x t e n d e d  a r g u m e n t ,  
r a t h e r  h e  p r e s e n t s  s e v e r a l  a n a l y s e s ,  e a c h  d i r e c t e d  t o  t h e  
s a m e  e n d .  C o n s i s t e n t  w i t h  h i s  o w n  a p p r o a c h ,  w e  p r o p o s e ,  
i n  t h i s  p a p e r ,  t o  t r e a t  i n d i v i d u a l l y  s e v e r a l  o f  J a s p e r s ’ k e y  
c o n c e p t s  i n  o r d e r  t o  d e t e r m i n e  h i s  t e a c h i n g  c o n c e r n i n g  
T r a n s c e n d e n c e ,  b u t  b e f o r e  w e  d o  t h i s  w e  m u s t  a t t e m p t  t o  
g i v e  s o m e  i d e a  o f  w h a t  J a s p e r s  m e a n s  b y  t h e  t e r m  ’ T r a n s c e n d ­
e n c e ’ o f  ’ E n c o m p a s s i n g ’ # A c t u a l l y  i t  i s  i m p o s s i b l e  t o  d e f i n e  
o r  e v e n  c o n c e p t u a l i z e  t h e  E n c o m p a s s i n g ,  a n d  o u r  a t t e m p t  t o  
d o  s o  i s  p e r m i s s i b l e  o n l y  s o  l o n g  a s  w e  r e m e m b e r  t h a t  u l t i m a t e '  
l y  t h e  i d e ^ s ^  o f  t h e  E n c o m p a s s i n g  a r e  c a n c e l l e d  o u t  b y  i t s  
’ p r e s e n t n e s s ’ ,
W e c a l l  t h e  b e i n g  t h a t  i s  n e i t h e r  o n l y  s u b j e c t  
n o r  o n l y  o b j e c t ,  t h a t  i s  r a t h e r  o n  b o t h  s i d e s  
o f  t h e  s u b j e c t - o b j e c t  s p l i t ,  d a s  U n g r e i f e n d e ,  
t h e  C o m p r e h e n s i v e  ( E n c o m p a s s i n g ) *  A l t h o u g h  
i t  c a n n o t  b e  a n  a d e q u a t e  o b j e c t ,  i t  i s  o f  t h i s ,  
a n d  w i t h  t h i s  i n  m i n d ,  t h a t  w e  s p e a k  w h e n  w e  
p h i l o s o p h i z e . ( 4 )
( 3 )  h a t z e l ,  E d w i n ,  ” T h e  C o n c e p t  o f ’ U l t i m a t e  S i t u a t i o n ’ i n  
J a s p e r s ’ P h i l o s o p h y ” i n  T h e  P h i l o s o p h y  o f  K a r l  J a s p e r s ,
- p . 1 7 7 .
( 4 )  J a s p e r s ,  K a r l ,  T h e  P e r e n n i a l  S c o p e  o f  P h i l o s o p h y ,  p . 1 4 .
9.4
K a r l  W .  D e n t s c h  g i v e s  t h e  f o l l o w i n g  e x a m p l e  t o  h e l p  
e x p l a i n  t h e  i d e a  o f  t h e  E n c o m p a s s i n g .  F r o m  a  m o u n t a i n  o n e  
s e e s  m a n y  w e l l  d e f i n e d  o b j e c t s  b o u n d e d  b y  a  h o r i z o n ,  a n d  
o n e  b e l i e v e s  t h a t  t h e r e  a r e  o b j e c t s  i n  t h e  u n s e e n  d i s t a n c e #
A s  o n e  c l i m b s  h i g h e r  t h i s  e x p e c t a t i o n  i s  f u l f i l l e d ,  a n d  
o n e  s e e s  a  l a r g e r  h o r i z o n .  Y e t ,  n o  m a t t e r  h o w  h i g h  o n e  
c l i m b s ,  a  l i m i t , a  h o r i z o n ,  r e m a i n s .
Y o u  m a y  e x p e c t  t o  p u s h  b a c k  t h e s e  b o u n d a r i e s  t i m e  
a f t e r  t i m e ,  b u t  y o u  c a n n o t  s e r i o u s l y  h o p e  t o  
a b o l i s h  o r  e x h a u s t  t h e  v a s t e r  r e a l i t y  b e h i n d  t h e m  
t h e  i n e s c a p a b l e  r e a l i t y  t h a t  e n c o m p a s s e s  a l l  w e  
k n o w  a n d  a l l  w e  t h i n k .  ( 5 )
A n o t h e r  h e l p f u l  i l l u s t r a t i o n  i s  g i v e n  b y  W i l l i a m  E a r l e .
T h e  s i t u a t i o n  i s  a s  t h o u g h  w e  s t o o d  i n  a  s m a l l  p o o l  
o f  l i g h t  e n c o m p a s s e d  b y - t h e  v a s t  d a r k n e s s .  S o m e o n e  
c a l l s  a t t e n t i o n  t o  t h e  e n c o m p a s s i n g  d a r k n e s s  ; w h e r e  
i s  i t ,  t h e  o t h e r s  c r y ,  t u r n i n g  t h e i r  t o r c h e s  o u t  t o  
l i g h t  u p  a n d  s e e  t h e  d a r k n e s s ,  b u t  o f  c o u r s e  t h e y  
s e e  n o t h i n g  b u t  m o r e  a n d  m o r e  i l l u m i n a t e d  a r e a s .  
N e v e r t h e l e s s ,  c a n  w e  n o t  b e  a w a r e  o f  t h i s  d a r k n e s s  
a s  t h e  l i m i t s  o f  o u r  l i g h t ?  T h e  e y e  c a n n o t  
l i t e r a l l y  ^ e ^  t h e  d a r k ,  b u t  i s  i t  n o t  a w a r e  o f  i t ?
A n d ,  J a s p e r s ' ^ ' V o u l d  i n s i s t ,  w e  m u s t  b e  a w a r e  o f  t h a t  
d a r k n e s s  i f  w e  a r e  n o t  t o  f o r g e t  w h a t  l i g h t  m e a n s .  ( 6 )
T h e s e  i l l u s t r a t i o n s  s e r v e  t o  e x p l a i n  t h e  c o n c e p t  
o f  t h e  E n c o m p a s s i n g  w e l l  e n o u g h  t o  a l l o w  u s  t o  p u r s u e  J a s p e r s ’ 
b a s i c  q u e s t i o n  o f  h o w  t h e  E n c o m p a s s i n g  b e c o m e s  a p p e a r a n c e  f o r  
u s .  W h y  d o e s  o n e  b e l i e v e  t h a t  t h e r e  i s  a l w a y s  a n  E n c o m p a s s i n g
( 5 )  J a s p e r s ,  K a r l ,  T r a g e d y  I s  N o t  E n o u g h ,  p p . l 4 f .
( 6 )  J a s p e r s ,  K a r l ,  R e a s o n  a n d  E x i s t e n z ,  p .  1 4
w h i c h  o n e  c a n  n e v e r  g r a s p ?  H o w  i s  o n e  a w a r e  o f  t h a t  w h i c h
i s  b e y o n d  o n e ’ s  l i m i t s ?  J a s p e r s  c o n t e n d s  t h a t  o n e  b e c o m e s
a w a r e  o f  B e i n g  i n  i t s e l f  b y  ’ g l i d i n g  a w a r e n e s s ’ w h i c h  h e
d e s c r i b e s  a s  t h e  t h o u g h t  o r  r e a s o n  w h i c h  t o u c h e s  a l l  f o r m s
o f  B e i n g  w i t h o u t  a d h e r i n g  a b s o l u t e l y  t o  a n y  o f  t h e m #  ” l
a m  a w a r e  o f  B e i n g  b y  n o t  h a v i n g  b e c o m e  b o u n d  o r  g r o u n d e d
( 7 )  ' ( 8 )
a n y w h e r e . ”  A c c o r d i n g  t o  J a s p e r s  R e a s o n  i s  t h e  i n s t r u m e n t
w h i c h  a l l o w s  ’ g l i d i n g  a w a r e n e s s ’ , i . e .  w h i c h  a l l o w s  o n e  t o
p e r f o r m  t r a n s e n d e n t a l  t h i n k i n g .
R E A S O N
I n  d e v e l o p i n g  h i s  c o n c e p t  o f  r e a s o n ,  J a s p e r s  m ale  e s
u s e  o f  t h e  d i s t i n c t i o n  i n  t h e  G e r m a n  l a n g u a g e  bet>j-ech V e r s t  a n d  a n d
V e r n u n f t .  V e r s t a n d  i s  ’ u n d e r s t a n d i n g ’ a n d  r e f e r s  t o  o n e ’ s
c a p a c i t y  t o  c o m p r e h e n d  t h e  o b j e c t i v e  w o r l d  a n d  t o  o b t a i n
p h e n o m e n a l  l o i  o w l e d g e .  J a s p e r s  i s  a d a m a n t  t h a t  t h i s  k n o w l e d g e
o r  u n d e r s t a n d i n g  i s  g e n u i n e  a n d  t h a t  i t  s h o u l d  n o t  b e  p a s s e d
o v e r  l i g h t l y .  S c i e n c e  i s  t o  b e  g i v e n  i t s  d u e .  H o w e v e r ,
t h i s  u n d e r s t a n d i n g  m a k e s  a  f a l s e  c l a i m  w h e n  i t  p u r p o r t s  t o
b e  a p p l i c a b l e  t o  t h e  w h o l e  o f  r e a l i t y .  T h u s ,  J a s p e r s
d e v e l o p s  t h e  i d e a  o f  V e r n u n f t ,  ’ r e a s o n * .  V e r n u n f t  i s  t h e
( 9  j
t h o u g h t  t h a t  p e r f o r m s  t r a n s c e n d e n t a l  t h i n k i n g .
( 7 )  J a s p e r s ,  K a r l ,  T r u t h  a n d  S y m b o l  ( f r o m  V o n  H e r  W a h r h e i t ) , p . 6 G
( 8 )  J a s p e r s ,  T h e  P e r e n n i a l  S c o p e  o f  P h i l o s o p h y ,  p . 4 7
( 9 )  R o b e r t s ,  D a v i d  E . , E x i s t e n t i a l i s m  a n d  R e l i g i o u s  B e l i e f s
p . 8 3 8 .
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B u t  i f  r e a s o n  m e a n s  t h e  p r e - e m i n e n c e  o f  t h o u g h t  
i n  a l l  m o d e s  o f  t h e  E n c o m p a s s i n g ,  t h e n  m o r e  i s  
i n c l u d e d  t h a n  m e r e  t h i n k i n g .  I t  i s  t h e n  w h a t  
g o e s  b e y o n d  a l l  l i m i t s ,  t h e  o m n i p r e s e n t  d e m a n d  
o f  t h o u g h t , t h a t  n o t  o n l y  g r a s p s  w h a t  i s  
u n i v e r s a l l y  v a l i d  a n d  i s  a n  e n  r a t i o n i s  i n  t h e  
s e n s e  o f  b e i n g  o r  l a w  o r  p r i n c i p l e  o f  o r d e r  o f  
s o m e  p r o c e s s ,  b u t  a l s o  b r i n g s  t o  l i g h t  t h e  O t h e r ,  
s t a n d s  b e f o r e  t h e  a b s o l u t e l y  c o u n t e r - r a t i o n a l , . 
t o u c h i n g  i t  a n d  b r i n g i n g  i t ,  t o o ,  i n t o  b e i n g .  
R e a s o n ,  t h r o u g h  t h e  p r e - e m i n e n c e  o f  t h o u g h t ,  
c a n  b r i n g  a l l  t h e  m o d e s  o f  t h e  E n c o m p a s s i n g  t o  
l i g h t  b y  c o n t i n u a l l y  t r a n s c e n d i n g  l i m i t s ,  w i t h o u t  
i t s e l f  b e i n g  a n  E n c o m p a s s i n g  l i k e  t h e m .  ( 1 0 )
B u t  J a s p e r s  m a le  e s  e v e n  s t r o n g e r  c l a i m s  f o r  R e a s o n .  I t  
i s  t h e  c a p a b i l i t y  w h i c h  n o t  o n l y  p e r f o r m s  b u t  d e m a n d s  
t r a n s c e n d e n t a l  t h i n k i n g .
R e a s o n  c a n  f i n d  n o  r e s t  i n  t h e  g l o r y  a n d  s p l e n d o u r  
o f  t h e  w o r l d  n o r  c a n  i t  e v e n  s t o p  a s k i n g  q u e s t i o n s . ( 1 1 )
W e a r e  t e m p t e d  t o  r a i s e  t o  t h e  s t a t u s  o f  t h e  O n e
w h a t  h a s  d e v e l o p e d  i n t o  f i n a l i t y  i n  i n n u m e r a b l e  h i s t o r i c a l
f a c t s .  B u t  R e a s o n  t a k e s  h o l d  o f  t h e  n e g a t i v e  f a c u l t i e s
o f ' t h e  i n t e l l e c t ,  w h i c h  s h o w s  t h e  l i m i t s  o f  e v e r y t h i n g ,
w h i c h  a r e  a b l e  t o  u n d e r m i n e  c r i t i c a l l y  e v e r y  f i n a l i t y
a n d  a r e  e v e n  c a p a b l e  o f  d i s r e g a r d i n g  e v e r y t h i n g  t h a t
i s .  ( I S )
T h u s ,  r e a s o n  d e m a n d s  T r a n s c e n d e n c e .  I t  i s  t h e  w i l l  t o  
a b s o l u t e n e s s  a n d  u n i t y .
( 1 0 )  J a s p e r s ,  R e a s o n  a n d  E x i s t e n t , ,  , p . 6 5
( 1 1 )  J a s p e r s ,  K a r l ,  R e a s o n  a n d  A n t i - R e a s o n  I n  O u r  T i m e , p . 4 0  
( I S )  I b i d . ,  p . 4 b .
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R e a s o n  r e f u s e s  t o  t a k e  h o l d  o f  a n y  k i n d  
o f  u n i t y  h u t  s e e k s  t h e  r e a l  a n d  o n l y  u n i t y .
I t  k n o w s  t h a t  i t  i s  l o s t  i f  i t  c l u t c h e s  p r e ­
m a t u r e l y  a t  a  p a r t  o f  t r u t h  a n d  m a k e s  i t  t h e  
u l t i m a t e  a n d  a b s o l u t e  t r u t h .  I t  w i l l s  t h e  
O n e ,  w h i c h  i s  A l l ,  I t  m u s t  n o t  l e a v e  o u t  
a n y t h i n g ,  m u s t  n o t  d r o p  a n y t h i n g ,  e x c l u d e  a n y ­
t h i n g .  I t  i s  i t s e l f  a  b o u n d l e s s  o p e n n e s s . ( 1 3 )
H e r e ,  w e  m a y  w i s h  t o  a s k  i f  J a s p e r s ’ i d e a  o f
T r a n s c e n d e n c e  o r  t h e  E n c o m p a s s i n g  i s  j u s t  t h e  r e s u l t  o f  a
d e m a n d  o f  r e a s o n .  C a n  r e a s o n  e s t a b l i s h  t h e  E n c o m p a s s i n g ?
T o  t h i s  q u e s t i o n ,  J a s p e r s  a n s w e r s  f a i r l y  a n d  n e g a t i v e l y .
A l t h o u g h  r e a s o n  i s  n e c e s s a r y  t o  t a k e  a n y  s t e p  t o w a r d s
t r a n s c e n d e n c e ,  i t  i s  n o t  s u f f i c i e n t  t o  p r o v i d e  a  g r o u n d
f o r  p h i l o s o p h i z i n g .
I f . . .  w e  a s k  w h e t h e r  p h i l o s o p h y  c a n  g r o u n d  i t s e l f  
u p o n  R e a s o n ,  t h e  a n s w e r  m u s t  b e  n o ,  s i n c e ,  i n  a l l  
t h e  m o d e s  o f  t h e  E n c o m p a s s i n g ,  t h r o u g h  r e a s o n  i t  
g r o u n d s  i t s e l f  u p o n  s o m e  o t h e r ,  f i n a l l y  e s s e n t i a l l y  
u p o n  T r a n s c e n d e n c e ;  a n d  a l s o  y e s ,  s i n c e  t h e  w a y  
i n  w h i c h  i t  d o e s  g r o u n d  i t s e l f  l e a d s  o n l y  a b o v e  
r e a s o n .  P h i l o s o p h y  d o e s  n o t  l i v e  b y  r e a s o n  a l o n e ,  
y e t  i t  c a n  t a k e  n o  s t e p  w i t h o u t  i t .  ( 1 4 )
I t  i s  n o t  s u f f i c i e n t  t o  s a y ;  b e  r a t i o n a l !  b u t  
r a t h e r  ; b e  r a t i o n a l  o u t  o f  e x i s t e n c e ,  o r  b e t t e r ,  
o u t  o f  a l l  t h e  m o d e s  o f  t h e  E n c o m p a s s i n g .  ( 1 5 )
T h e  m o d e s  o f  t h e  E n c o m p a s s i n g  c a n  b e  d i v i d e d  i n t o  t w o  
g e n e r a l  g r o u p s  : t h e  E n c o m p a s s i n g  t h a t  1  a m  a n d  t h e
E n c o m p a s s i n g  o f  t h e  w o r l d , i . e .  B e i n g  i t s e l f .
( 1 3 )  I b i d . ,  p . 3 9 .
( 1 4 )  J a s p e r s ,  R e a s o n  a n d  E x i s t e n z ,  p p . 1 3 0 f .
( 1 5 )  I b i d . ,  p . 1 8 6 .
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T h e  E n c o m p a s s i n g  a p p e a r s  a n d  d i s a p p e a r s  f o r  u s  
i n  t w o  o p p o s e d  p e r s p e c t i v e s  ; e i t h e r  a s  B e i n g  i t ­
s e l f ,  i n  a n d  t h r o u g h  w h i c h  w e  a r e  o r  e l s e  a s  
t h e  E n c o m p a s s i n g  w h i c h  w e  o u r s e l v e s  a r e ,  a n d  
i n  w h i c h  e v e r y  m o d e  o f  B e i n g  a p p e a r s  t o  u s .  ( 1 6 )
T h e  E n c o m p a s s i n g  t h a t  1  a m  c a n  b e  s e e n  i n  t h r e e  m o d e s  :
( 1 7 )
e m p i r i c a l  e x i s t e n c e ,  c o n s c i o u s n e s s  a s  s u c h ,  a n d  s p i r i t .
O n e  c a n  s e e  o n e s e l f  s i m p l y  a s  a  b i o l o g i c a l ,  s o c i o l o g i c a l ,  
p s y c h o l o g i c a l  e x i s t e n t  t o  b e  s t u d i e d  a n d  c o m p r e h e n d e d ,  i . e .  
a s  e m p i r i c a l  e x i s t e n c e ;  o r  a s  a  c e n t r e  o f  c o n s c i o u s n e s s ,  
t h i n k i n g  a n d  g r a s p i n g ,  i . e .  a s  c o n s c i o u s n e s s  a s  s u c h ;  o r  
i n  t e r m s  o f  i d e a  a n d  w h o l e n e s s ,  i . e .  a s  s p i r i t .  B u t  r e a s o n  
r e f u s e s  t o  s t o p  h e r e .  S o m e h o w  m a n  k n o w s  t h a t  h e  i s  m o r e ,  
t h a t  h e  e n c o m p a s s e s  h i m s e l f .  S o  i t  i s  t h a t  t h r o u g h  t h e s e  
t h r e e  m o d e s ,  m a n  b e c o m e s  a w a r e  o f  t h e  E n c o m p a s s i n g  t h a t  h e  
i s ,  v i s .  E x i s t e n z .
F u r t h e r ,  j u s t  a s  E x i s t e n z  e n c o m p a s s e s  o n e ’ s  e x i s t e n c e ,  
SO  i t  i n  t u r n  p o i n t s  t o  a n  E n c o m p a s s i n g  t h a t  e n c o m p a s s e s  
E x i s t e n z .
• • •  t h i s  E n c o m p a s s i n g  w h i c h  I  a m  a n d  k n o w  a s  
e m p i r i c a l  e x i s t e n c e ,  c o n s c i o u s n e s s  a s  s u c h ,  
a n d  s p i r i t ,  i s  n o t  c o n c e i v a b l e  i n  i t s e l f  b u t  
r e f e r s  b e y o n d  i t s e l f .  ( 1 8 )
S o m e t h i n g  i n  m a n ’ s  o r i g i n ,  w h i c h  i s  n o t  h i s t o r ­
i c a l l y  d e r i v a b l e , p o i n t s  t o  T r a n s c e n d e n c e .  H e  
k n o w s  h i m s e l f  c r e a t e d  b y  T r a n s c e n d e n c e ,  n o t  a s  
f a r  a s  h i s  m e r e  e x i s t e n c e  i s  c o n c e r n e d ,  b u t  i n  h is  human
( 1 6 )  I b i d . ,  p . 5 2
( 1 7 )  I b i d . ,  p p . 5 4 - 5 9 .
( 1 8 )  I b i d . ,  p . 5 9 .
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d i g n i t y . (1 9 )
I n  a  m a n n e r  s i m i l a r  t o  t h e  e x p e r i e n c e  o f  t h e  E n c o m p a s s ­
i n g  o f  m y s e l f  t h r o u g h  t h e  m o d e s  o f  m y  E x i s t e n z ,  t h e  E n c o m p a s s -  
i n g  a s  B e i n g  i t s e l f  a p p e a r s  t h r o u g h  t h e  m o d e s  o f  t h e  w o r l d .  
R e a s o n ,  i n  i t s  q u e s t  f o r  u n i t y  a n d  a b s o l u t e n e s s ,  p u s h e s  
t h i n g s  t o  t h e i r  l i m i t s  a n d  r e f u s e s  t o  s t o p  s h o r t  o f  B e i n g  
i t s e l f .  K n a u s s  c o n d e n s e s  f o r  u s  J a s p e r s  a c c o u n t  o f  h o w  r e a s o n  
p u s h e s  b e y o n d  t h e  ’ w o r l d ’ ( d a s e i n )  a n d  h i s t o r y .
W e  a s k  ; e v e r y t h i n g  i s  i n  s p a c e ,  b u t  w h a t  i s  s p a c e  i n ?
W e k n o w ,  s i n c e  K a n t ,  o f  t h e  d e p e n d e n c e  o f  o u r  r e p r e s e n ­
t a t i o n  o f  s p a c e  o n  t h e  p e c u l i a r  m a k e - u p  o f  h u m a n  c o n ­
s c i o u s n e s s .  I n  p o n d e r i n g  t h i s  q u e s t i o n  w e  a s k  t o  
t r a n s c e n d  t h i s  d e p e n d e n c y .  I n  a  c e r t a i n  s e n s e ,  t h i s  
q u e s t i o n  i s  s e n s e l e s s ,  i . e . ,  i f ,  i n  u s i n g  t h e  w o r d s  
" w h a t  i n , "  w e  a r e  i n q u i r i n g  o n l y  a f t e r  a  n e w  s p a t i a l  
d i m e n s i o n .  B u t  t h e  q u e s t i o n  a s s u m e s  a  d e e p e r  m e a n ­
i n g  i f  i t  s i g n i f i e s  o u r  i n t e n t i o n  t o  s o a r ,  b e y o n d  a l l  
s p a t i a l  l i m i t a t i o n s ,  i n t o  a n  E n c o m p a s s i n g ,  w h i c h  i s  
n o  l o n g e r  b o u n d  t o  o u r  m a n n e r  o f  r e p r e s e n t a t i o n  « . . .
T h e  w o r l d  i s  n o t  w h a t  w e  i n v e s t i g a t e ,  b u t  t h a t  w e  
i n v e s t i g a t e .  ( 2 0 )
. . .  h i s t o r y  a t t e m p t s  t o  f i n d  a n  e n c o m p a s s i n g  b o n d  
i n  i t s  i n q u i r y  i n t o  o r i g i n  a n d  g o a l ,  f o r  t h e  m e a n ­
i n g  o f  h i s t o r y  i s  a t  t h e  s a m e  t i m e  t h e  m e a n i n g  o f  m a n .
B u t  t h e  a c t u a l  s p h e r e  o f  h i s t o r y  i s ,  t h e r e b y ,  a g a i n  
t r a n s c e n d e d ,  f o r  o r i g i n  a n d  g o a l  t h e m s e l v e s  d o  n o t  
b e l o n g  t o  h i s t o r y ,  ( t h e  b e g i n n i n g s  a r e  a l r e a d y  s e t ,  
t h e  g o a l  i s  s t i l l  a h e a d  o f  u s ) .  Y e t  i t  i s  o u t  o f  
h i s t o r y  t h a t  t h e  d e m a n d  a r i s e s  t o  r e a c h  b e y o n d  i t  i n t o  
t h e  E n c o m p a s s i n g .  P u r e l y  h i s t o r i c a l  k n o w l e d g e  r e ­
m a i n s  a l w a y s  u n s a t i s f y i n g ;  i t  i s  n e v e r  t h e  e n d .
H i s t o r y  i s  e n c o m p a s s e d  b y  a  h o r i z o n  i n  w h i c h  t h e
( 1 9 )  K n a u s s ,  o p . c i t . ,  p . 1 6 5 .
( 8 0 )  I b i d . ,  p . 1 6 8 .
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t e m p o r a l  b l e n d s  i n t o  t h e  e t e r n a l  a n d  t h e  r e l a t  
i v e  i s  c o n s u m m a t e d  i n  t h e  a b s o l u t e .  ( 2 1  )
T h u s  i t  i s  t h a t  r e a s o n  d e m a n d s  o f  t h e  w o r l d  a n d  f i n d s  
t h r o u g h  t h e  w o r l d  B e i n g  i t s e l f .
T h i s  B e i n g  i t s e l f  w h i c h  w e  f e e l  a s  i n d i c a t e d  a t  
t h e  l i m i t s ,  a n d  w h i o h  t h e r e f o r e  i s  t h e  l a s t  
t h i n g  w e  r e a c h  t h r o u g h  q u e s t i o n i n g  f r o m  o u r  
s i t u a t i o n ,  i s  i n  i t s e l f  f i r s t .  ( 2 2 )
B e i n g  i t s e l f  i s  t h a t  w h i c h  s h o w s  a n  i m m e a s u r a b l e  
n u r r i b e r  o f  a p p e a r a n c e s  t o  i n q u i r y ,  b u t  i t  i t s e l f  
a l w a y s  r e c e d e s  a n d  o n l y  m a n i f e s t s  i t s e l f  i n d i r e c t ­
l y  a s  t h a t  d e t e r m i n a t e  e m p i r i c a l  e x i s t e n c e  w e  
e n c o u n t e r  i n  t h e  p r o g r e s s  o f  o u r  e x p e r i e n c e s  a n d  
i n  t h e  r e g u l a r i t y  o f  p r o c e s s e s  i n  a l l  t h e i r  
p a r t i c u l a r i t y .  W e  c a l l  i t  t h e  W o r l d .  ( 2 3 )
G R E N Z S I T U A T I O N  
%  m a y  a l s o  a p p r o a c h  t h e  i d e a  o f  t r a n s c e n d e n t a l  t h i n k ­
i n g  b y  i n v e s t i g a t i n g  a n o t h e r  k e y  c o n c e p t  o f  J a s p e r s ,  v i z .  
G r e n z s i t u â t i o n  ( l i m i t ,  u l t i m a t e ,  o r  b o u n d a r y  s i t u a t i o n ) .  
A l t h o u g h  e a c h  o f  t h e s e  t r a n s l a t i o n s  o f  G r e n z e  p o s s e s s e s  
s o m e  a d v a n t a g e  i n  e x p r e s s i n g  a  s h a d e  o f  m e a n i n g  i n t e n d e d  
b y  J a s p e r s ,  w e  s h a l l  e m p l o y  t h e  t e r m  b o u n d a r y  s i t u a t i o n  
i n  t h i s  p a p e r  b e c a u s e  i t  s e e m s  t o  e x p r e s s  m o s t  s t r o n g l y
( 8 1 )  I b i d . ,  p . 1 6 4 .
( 8 8 )  J a s p e r s ,  R e a s o n  a n d  E x i s t e n z ,  p . 5 9 ,
( 8 3 )  I b i d . ,  p . 6 0 .
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t h e  p o s i t i v e  e l e m e n t  i n  a  O r e n z s i t u a t i o n .
S i t u a t i o n s  s u c h  a s  t h e  f a c t  t h a t  I  a m  a l w a y s  
i n  s i t u a t i o n s ,  t h a t  I  c a n n o t  l i v e  w i t h o u t  c o n ­
f l i c t  a n d  s u f f e r i n g ,  t h a t  I  u n a v o i d a b l y  i n c u r  
g u i l t ,  t h a t  I  m u s t  d i e  t h e s e  1  c a l l  b o u n d ­
a r y  s i t u a t i o n s #  T h e y  d o  n o t  c h a n g e ,  s a v e  i n  
t h e i r  a p p e a r a n c e ;  w i t h  r e s p e c t  t o  o u r  e x i s t ­
e n c e  t h e y  a r e  u l t i m a t e . T h e y  c a n  n o t  b e  
s u r v e y e d  ; i n  o u r  e x i s t e n c e  w e  s e e  n o t h i n g  e l s e  
b e h i n d  t h e m .  T h e y  a r e  l i k e  a  w a l l  w e  c o m e  u p  
a g a i n s t  a n d  u p o n  w h i c h  w e  f o u n d e r .  T h e y  
c a n n o t  b e  c h a n g e d  b y  u s ,  o n l y  b r o u g h t  t o  c l a r i t y  
w i t h o u t  o u r  b e i n g  a b l e  t o  e x p l a i n  o r  d e d u c e  
t h e m  f r o m  a n y b h i n g  e l s e *  T h e y  a r e  a  p a r t  o f  
e x i s t e n c e  i t s e l f .  ( 2 4 )
S e v e r a l  p o i n t s  s h o u l d  b e  n o t e d  c o n c e r n i n g  a  b o u n d a r y  
s i t u a t i o n .
1 .  T o  e x i s t  m e a n s  t o  e x p e r i e n c e  b o u n d a r y  s i t u a t i o n s  
h e n c e  t h e i r  i n e v i t a b i l i t y .
T o  e x p e r i e n c e  u l t i m a t e  s i t u a t i o n s  a n d  t o  e x i s t  
i s  o n e  a n d  t h e  s a m e  t h i n g .  ( 2 5 )
tT Jt
2 ,  A  b o u n d a r y  s i t u a t i o n  h a s  a  s t r o n g  n e g a t i v e  m e a n i n g .
I n  s u c h  a  s i t u a t i o n ,
. . .  t h e r e  i s  n o t h i n g  f i r m  o r  s t a b l e ,  n o  i n d u b i t a b l e  
a b s o l u t e ,  n o  e n d u r i n g  s u p p o r t  f o r  e x p e r i e n c e  a n d  
t h o u g h t o  E v e r y t h i n g  i s  i n  f l u x ,  i n  t h e  r e s t l e s s  
m o v e m e n t  o f  q u e s t i o n  a n d  a n s w e r ;  e v e r y b h i n g  i s  
r e l a t i v e ,  f i n i t e ,  s p l i t  i n t o  o p p o s i t e s  n o t h i n g  
i s  w h o l e ,  a b s o l u t e ,  e s s e n t i a l *  ( 2 6 )
A l l  o f  t h e s e  u l t i m a t e  s i t u a t i o n s  p o i n t  t o w a r d s  t h e  
f r a g m e n t a r i n e s s  a n d  c o n t r a d i c t o r i n e s s , n o t  o n l y  o f  
m y  e x i s t e n c e ,  b u t  o f  t h e  t o t a l  r e a l i t y  o f  t h e  w o r l d *
I s o  L a t z e l l ) ( 2 7 )
( 2 4 )  J a s p e r s ,  K a r l ,  P h i l o s o p h i e , 1 1  ’ E p c i s t e n z e r z e l l u n g ’ , p . 2 0 3
( 2 5 )  L a t z e l ,  o p . o l t , ,  p . 1 8 6 ,
( 2 6 )  I b i d . ,  p . 1 8 4 .
( 2 7 )  I b i d . ,  p . 1 9 5 .
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F o u n d e r i n g  s i g n i f i e s  t h e  f r u i t l e s s n e s s  o f  a l l  
e n d e a v o u r s  t o  r e a c h ,  f r o m  a  f i n i t e  b a s i s  s u c h  
a s  c o n s c i o u s n e s s - a s - s u c h  o r  e v e n  f r o m  s e l f -  
s u f f i c i e n t  E x i s t o n s , a  s a t i s f a c t o r y  a c c e s s  t o  
B e i n g ,  i . e . ,  t o  a r r i v e  a t  t h e  a b s o l u t e ,  ( s o  
T h y s  s e n ) ( 2 8 ) .
3 .  A  b o u n d a r y  s i t u a t i o n  h a s  a  p o s i t i v e  m e a n i n g .  T h y s s e n
p o i n t s  t h i s  o u t  w h e n  h e  s a y s ,  ” . . .  t o  t o u c h  o n  a  b o u n d a r y
( 2 9 )
m e a n s  t o  t o u c h  o n  s o m e t h i n g  e l s e  b e y o n d  t h a t  b o u n d a r y , ”
a n d  J a s p e r s  h i m s e l f  p o i n t s  t o  t h i s  p o s i t i v e  e l e m e n t  i n  h i s
s i m i l e  ’ b o  c o m e  u p  a g a i n s t  a  w a l l * .  T h u s ,  T h y s s e n  r i g h t l y
i n t e r p r e t s  J a s p e r s  w h e n  h e  s p e a k s  o f ,  " F o u n d e r i n g ,  w i t h
i t s  t w o f o l d  f u n c t i o n ,  t h e  p o s i t i v e s  t o  c o n n e c t  w i t h  T r a n s c e n d -
(30)
e n c e ,  t h e  n e g a t i v e s  t o  p r e c i p i t a t e  d e s t r u c t i o n
4 .  F o u n d e r i n g  i n  f a c e  o f  a  b o u n d a r y  s i t u a t i o n  m u s t  b e  
r e a l .  I t  i s  n o t  a  * t e c h n i q u e *  b y  w h i c h  o n e  a r r i v e s  a t  
T r a n s  c e n d e n c e .
T o  w i l l  t h i s  f o u n d e r i n g  d i r e c t l y  w o u l d  b e  t o  a d m i t  
a  p e r v e r s i o n  i n  w h i c h  b e i n g  i t s e l f  w o u l d  b e  w h o l l y  
d a r k e n e d  i n t o  n o t h i n g n e s s #  W e  d o  n o t  f i n d  g e n u i n e  
r e v e l a t o r y  f o u n d e r i n g  i n  j u s t  a n y ^  s h i p w r e c k ,  n o r  i n  
e v e r y  a n n i h i l a t i o n ,  s e l f - s u r r e n d e r , r  e n u n  c i  a t  i  o n , 
o r  r e f u s a l .  T h e  c i p h e r  o f  i m m o r t a l i z a t i o n  i n  f o u n d e r ­
i n g  b e c o m e s  c l e a r  o n l y  w h e n  I  d o  n o t  w i l l  t o  f o u n d e r  
a n d  y e t  d a i y e  t o  f o u n d e r .  1  c a n n o t  p l a n  t h e  r e a d i n g  
o f  t h i s  c i p h e r  o f  f o u n d e r i n g *  1  c a n  p l a n  o n l y  t h a t  
w h i c h  p r o v i d e s  p e r m a n e n c e  a n d  s t a b i l i t y .  T h e  c i p h e r  
d o e s  n o t  r e v e a l  i t s e l f  w h e n  1  w i l l  i t ,  b u t  o n l y  w h e n  
1  d o  e v e r y t h i n g  t o  a v o i d  i t s  r e a l i t y ;  i t  r e v e a l s
(28) T h y s s e n ,  o p ,c i t . ,  p . 312.
(89) I h i d . ,  p . 314.
(30) I b i d . ,  p . 387.
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i t s e l f  i n  t h e  a m o r  f a t i .  B u t  f a t a l i s m  w o u l d  h e  
f a l s e ,  i f  i t  g a v e  i n  t o o  e a r l y  a n d  h e n c e  f a i l e d  
t o  f o u n d e r *  ( 3 1 )
( 5 )  T h e  t r a n s c e n d e n c e  e x p e r i e n c e d  i n  a  b o u n d a r y  s i t u a t i o n  
i s  d i s t i n g u i s h e d  f r o m  t h e  s i t u a t i o n  i t s e l f ,  a n d  t h i s  d i s ­
t i n c t i o n  a l l o w s  f o r  t h e  f a c t  t h a t  n o t  e v e r y  o n e  w h o  e x p e r i e n c e s  
a  b o u n d a r y  s i t u a t i o n  a l s o  e x p e r i e n c e s  T r a n s c e n d e n c e .
I t  i s  a  t e r r i f y i n g  f a c t  t h a t  t o - d a y ,  d e s p i t e  a l l  
t h e  u p h e a v a l  a n d  d e v a s t a t i o n ,  w e  a r e  s t i l l  i n  
d a n g e r  o f  l i v i n g  a n d  t h i n k i n g  a s  t h o u g h  n o t h i n g  
r e a l l y  i m p o r t a n t  h a d  h a p p e n e d .  I t  i s  a s  t h o u g h  a  
g r e a t  m i s f o r t u n e  h a d  m e r e l y  d i s t u r b e d  t h e  g o o d  
l i f e  o f  u s  p o o r  v i c t i m s ,  b u t  a s  t h o u g h  l i f e  m i g h t  
n o w  b e  c o n t i n u e d  i n  t h e  o l d  w a y  • « » «  F o r  t h e  g r e a t  
d a n g e r  i s  t h a t  w h a t  h a s  h a p p e n e d  m a y  p a s s ,  c o n s i d ­
e r e d  a s  n o t h i n g  b u t  a  g r e a t  m i s f o r t u n e ,  w i t h o u t  
a n y t h i n g  h a p p e n i n g  t o  u s  m e n  a s  m e n ,  w i t h o u t  o u r  
h e a r i n g  t h e  v o i c e  o f  t r a n s c e n d e n c e ,  w i t h o u t  o u r  
a t t a i n i n g  t o  a n y  i n s i g h t  a n d  a c t i n g  w i t h  i n s i g h t , ( 3 2 )
H a v i n g  n o w  s o m e  i d e a  o f  t h e  c o n c e p t  o f  f o u n d e r i n g  i n  
f a c e  o f  a  b o u n d a r y  s i t u a t i o n ,  l e t  u s  a s k  a  q u e s t i o n  c o n ­
c e r n i n g  r e a s o n ’ s  t r a n s c e n d i n g  o f  b o u n d a r y  s i t u a t i o n s  a n d  
t h e i r  f o u n d e r i n g s .  I s  i t  p o s s i b l e ,  s i n c e  a s  a  r e s u l t  o f  
t h e  d i s t i n c t i o n  b e t w e e n  T r a n s c e n d e n c e  a n d  a  b o u n d a r y  
s i t u a t i o n ,  o n e  m a y  e n d u r e  t h e  l a t t e r  w i t h o u t  e x p e r i e n c i n g
( 3 1 )  L a t z e l ,  o p . c i t # ,  p . 1 9 2 .
( 3 2 )  J a s p e r s ,  T h e  P e r e n n i a l  S c o p e  o f  P h i l o s o p h y ,  p . 1 6 2
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t h e  f o r m e r ,  t h a t  ‘u l t i m a t e  f o u n d e r i n g ,  t h e  u l t i m a t e  ’ p u s h i n g
h a c k ’ h y  r e a s o n ,  m a y  d e n y  T r a n s c e n d e n c e ?  D o e s  J a s p e r s  r e a l l y
a l l o w  f o r  u l t i m a t e  f o u n d e r i n g ?  T h e  a b o v e  q u o t e  c o n c e r n i n g
p e o p l e  w h o  n e i t h e r  f o u n d e r  n o r  e x p e r i e n c e  T r a n s c e n d e n c e  d o e s
n o t  r e a l l y  a n s w e r  o u r  q u e s t i o n ,  s i n c e  w e  a r e  c o n c e r n e d ,  w i t h
r e a l  f o u n d e r i n g  w h i c h  f a i l s  t o  g i v e  r i s e  t o  a n  a w a r e n e s s  o f
T r a n s c e n d e n c e .  A n o t h e r  w a y  o f  a s k i n g  t h i s  q u e s t i o n  i s  t o
a s k  j u s t  h o w  m u c h  w e i g h t  i s  p l a c e d  u p o n  ’ p h i l o s o p h y ’ a n . d  h o w
m u c h  u p o n  ’ f a i t h ’ i n  J a s p e r s ’ ’ p h i l o s o p h i c a l  f a i t h ’ .  I s  t h e
f a i t h  t h a t  ’ s e e s ’ T r a n s c e n d e n c e  i n  a  b o u n d a r y  s i t u a t i o n  r e a l l y
f a i t h  o r  i s  T r a n s c e n d e n c e  a  n e c e s s a r y  p a r t  o f  s u c h  a  s i t u a t i o n ?
J a s p e r s ’ p o s i t i o n  h e r e  i s  n o t  a t  a l l  c l e a r .  H e  s e e m s  t o  a s s e r t
h
b o t h  p o i n t s  o f  v i e w .  I f  o n e  t a k e s  s e r i o u s  t h e  f a c t  t h a t  a  
b o u n d a r y  d i v i d e s  t w o  a r e a s ,  t h e n  m o r e  w e i g h t  s e e m s  t o  b e  
p l a c e d  o n  p h i l o s o p h y  t h a n  o n  f a i t h .  Y e t , i t  s e e m s  t o  u s  t h a t  
t h i s  i s  n o t  t h e  c a s e *  R a t h e r ,  J a s p e r s  r e a l l y  t a k e s  f a i t h  
s e r i o u s l y ,  i . e .  t h e  a w a r e n e s s  o f  B e i n g  i s  n o t  s i m p l y  n e c e s s i -  - 
• t a t e d  b y  r e a s o n  a n d  b o u n d a r y  s i t u a t i o n s .  I n  t h e  f a c e  o f  f o u n d e r *  
i n g  o n e  d e c i d e s  w h e t h e r  t o  a f f i r m  T r a n s c e n d e n c e  o r  w h e t h e r  t o  
a f f i r m  n o t h i n g n e s s *
A n d  i n  e v e r y  c a s e ,  t h e  p r e s e n c e  o f  g a p s  i n  t h e  
w o r l d  s t r u c ’b u r e ,  t h e  f a i l u r e  o f  a l l  a t ' b e r a p t s  
t o  c o n c e i v e  o f  t h e  w o r l d  a s  s e l f - c o n t a i n e d , t h e  
a b o r t i o n  o f  h u m a n  p l a n n i n g ,  t h e  f u t i l i t y  o f  h u m a n  
d e s i g n s  a n d  r e a l i z a t i o n ,  t h e  i m p o s s i b i l i t y  o f  f u l ­
f i l l i n g  m a n  h i m s e l f  b r i n g  u s  t o  t h e  e d g e  o f  t h e  
a b y s s ,  w h e r e  w e  e x p e r i e n c e  n o t h i n g n e s s  o r  G o d *
( i t a l i c s  m i n e )  ( 3 3 )
(3 3 )  I b i d . ,  p . 35
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W i t h o u t  w i s h i n g  t o  o v e r s i m p l i f y  J a s p e r s ’ t h o u g h t
a t  t h i s  p o i n t ,  w e  m i g h t  s u g g e s t  h o w  i t  i s  t h a t  s u c h
a m b i g u i t y  c a n  a r i s e .  J a s p e r s  i s  a l w a y s  i n s i s t e n t  t h a t  t h e
w o r l d  b e  t a k e n  s e r i o u s l y ,  a n d  h e  i s  o n  g u a r d  a g a i n s t  t h e
c h a r g e  o f  ’ m e r e  s u b j e c t i v i t y ’ .  T h u s ,  h e  i n s i s t s  t h a t  t h e
f a i t h  w h i c h  a f f i r m s  T r a n s c e n d e n c e  i s  n o t  s i m p l y  ’ w i s h f u l
t h i n k i n g ’ b u t  t h a t  i t  i s  g r o u n d e d  i n  m a n ’ s  e x p e r i e n c e  o f
b o u n d a r y  s i t u a t i o n s  a n d  f o u n d e r i n g *  T h i s  i s  i n  t h e  s a m e
t e n o r  a s  h i s  i n s i s t e n c e  t h a t  r e a s o n  d o e s  n o t  ’ s p e c u l a t e ’
a p a r t  f r o m  E x i s t  e n z .  N o t w i t h s t a n d i n g  t h i s  e m p h a s i s  i n
J a s p e r s ’ p h i l o s o p h i z i n g ,  i t  s e e m s  t o  u s  t h a t  h e  t a k e s  e q u a l l y
s e r i o u s  t h e  e l e m e n t  o f  w i l l  i n  a f f i r m i n g  T r a n s c e n d e n c e *
T o  b e  s u r e ,  J a s p e r s  s a y s  t h a t  E x i s t e n z  a t  i t s  d e e p e s t
” . . *  I m o w s  i t s e l f  t o  b e  g r a n t e d  ( g e s c h e n k t )  b y  t h a t  s u r p a s s -
( 3 4 )
i n g  T r a n s c e n d e n c e  w h i c h  i s  n e i t h e r  f r e e d o m  n o r  c o m p u l s i o n ” .
F u r t h e r ,  w e  c a n  a g r e e  w i t h  L a t z e l  ( " T h e  w o r d  ’ l i m i t ’ e x p r e s s -
( 3 5 )
e s  t h e  i d e a  t h a t  t h e r e  i s  s o m e t h i n g  e l s e  . * . . ” ) a n d  T h y s s e n
( ” « . ,  t h e  ’ w a l l *  E x i s t e n z  c o m e s  u p  a g a i n s t  i s  T r a n s c e n d e n c e  
( 3 6 )
* . « . " )  c o n c e r n i n g  t h e  r e a l i t y  o f  t h e  ’ O t h e r ’ t o u c h e d  i n  
a  b o u n d a r y  s i t u a t i o n ;  b u t ,  a t  t h e  s a m e  t i m e ,  w e  m u s t  a g r e e
( 3 4 )  T h y s s e n ,  o p * c i t . ,  p . 3 0 6 *
( 3 5 )  L a t z e l ,  o p . c i t * ,  p . 1 8 8 .
( 3 6 )  T h y s s e n ,  o p . c i t * ,  p . 3 0 4 .
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w i t h  B l a c k h a m  w h o -  s e e s  t h e  e l e m e n t  o f  f a i t h  i n  J a s p e r s ’ 
p h i 1 o  s  o p h i  z i n g  #
U l t i m a t e  f r u s t r a t i o n  i s  a  c y p h e r  w h i c h  c a n n o t  
h e  i n t e r p r e t e d ;  i t  i s  s i l e n c e .  T h e r e  c a n  o n l y  
h e  f a i t h  i n  h e i n g - i n - i t s e l f  w h i c h  s u s t a i n s  
a n d  o r i e n t s  t h e  e f f o r t  o f  b e i n g - o n e s e l f  a n d  
t h i s  f a i t h  i s  t o u c h e d  a n d  t e s t e d  a t  t h e  l i m i t s  
o f  a c h i e v e m e n t  a n d  f a i l u r e ,  ( 3 7 )
B l a c k h a m  j u d g e s  t h a t  a c c o r d i n g  t o  J a s p e r s  e v e n  i n  
a  b o u n d a r y  s i t u a t i o n ,  " t h e  e n c o u n t e r  w i t h  T r a n s c e n d e n c e  
c a n n o t  b e  g u a r a n t e e d ” .
T h e  w i l l  t o  a f f i r m ,  e v e n  i n  t h e  a c c e p t a n c e  o f  
f i n a l  f r u s t r a t i o n ,  i s  e s s e n t i a l ,  a l t h o u g h  i t  
c a n n o t  s u b s i s t  o n  i t s e l f  w i t h o u t  t h e  e n c o u r a g e '  
m e n t  o f  r e a l  e x p e r i e n c e s ,  ( 3 8 )
I n  t h i s  l a s t  s t a t e m e n t ,  t h e r e  s e e m s  t o  m e  t o  l i e  
J a s p e r s *  t r u e  p o s i t i o n .  F a i t h  p r e h e n d s  T r a n s c e n d e n c e ,  
b u t  f a i t h  k n o w s  t h a t  T r a n s c e n d e n c e  i s  a  r e a l i t y  p o i n t e d  
t o  b y  E x i s t  e n z  a n d  t h e  w o r l d .
T h i s  s a m e  r e l a t i o n  b e t w e e n  f a i t h  a n d  t h e  p r e h e n s i o n  
o f  r e a l i t y  m a y  b e  s e e n  i n  J a s p e r s *  t r e a t m e n t  o f  t h e  l e a p  
t h a t  o c c u r s  w h e n  o n e  p a s s e s  f r o m  u l t i m a t e  f o u n d e r i n g ,  
f r o m  a n g s t ^ ,  t o  c a l m .  T h i s  s t e p  i s  i n  f a c t  a  * l e a p  o f
( 3 7 )  B l a c k h a m ,  H# J , , S i x  E x i s t e n t i a l i s t  T h i n k e r s ,  p . 6 1
( 3 8 )  I b i d . ,  p p . e S f .
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f a i t h /  a n d  J a s p e r s  c a l l s  i t  " t h e  m o s t  d i f f i c u l t  a n d  i n ­
c o m p r e h e n s i b l e ”  s t e p  o n e  c a n  m a k e .  H o w e v e r ,  h a v i n g  m a d e  
t h i s  l e a p  o r  s t e p ,  o n e  k n o w s  t h a t  T r a n s c e n d e n c e  i s  r e a l  a n d  
t h a t  t h i s  l e a p  w a s  a  l e a p  n o t  t o  f a n c y  b u t  t o  r e a l i t y .  I n d e e d ,  
t h a t  m a n  s u c c e e d s  i n  t h e  " e n o r m o u s  l e a p  m u s t  h a v e  i t s  r e a s o n  
b e y o n d  t h e  e x i s t e n c e  o f  t h e  s e l f ;  h i s  f a i t h  c o n n e c t s  h i m
( 3 9 )
i n d e t e r m i n a b l y  w i t h  t h e  b e i n g  o f  T r a n s c e n d e n c e  • ( i l l , 2 3 5 )
C Y P H E R
J a s p e r s ’ a p p r o a c h  a n d  p o s i t i o n  m a y  a g a i n  b e  s e e n  i n  
h i s  c o n c e p t  o f  c y p h e r .  A c c o r d i n g  t o  h i m ,  T r a n s c e n d e n c e  n e v e r  
a p p e a r s  d i r e c t l y ,  b u t  a l w a y s  i n d i r e c t l y  t h r o u g h  s e n s u o u s  
e n t i t i e s .
T h e  p r o f o u n d e s t  q u a l i t y  o f  B e i n g  m u s t  a l s o  a p p e a r  
a n d  a p p e a r  e s s e n t i a l l y  i n  t h e  s e n s u o u s l y  c o n c r e t e .
I n  p h i l o s o p h i z i n g ,  s e n s u o u s n e s s  i s  n o t  a b a n d o n e d  
b u t  i s  e n d o w e d  w i t h  m e a n i n g  a n d  s o u l ,  ( 4 0 )
J a s p e r s  t e r m s  a  s e n s u o u s  e n t i t y  i n  w h i c h  B e i n g  a p p e a r s  
a  ’ c y p h e r ’ * H e  c a l l s  a  c y p h e r  ’ t h e  l a n g u a g e  o f  T r a n s c e n d e n c e ’,  
a n d  h e  c h a r a c t e r i z e s  i t  a s  b e i n g  n e i t h e r  o b j e c t
n o r  s u b j e c t .  I t  i s  o b j e c t i v i t y  w h i c h  i s  p e r m e a t e d  b y
s u b j e c t i v i t y  a n d  i n  s u c h  a  w a y  t h a t  B e i n g  b e c o m e s  p r e s e n t  i n  
( 4 1 )
t h e  w h o l e . ”  I f  t h i s  d e f i n i t i o n  s e e m s  t o  b e  c i r c u l a r ,
( 3 9 )  T h y s s e n ,  o p . c i t , ,  p . 3 3 1
( 4 0 )  J a s p e r s ,  T r u t h  a n d  S y m b o l ,  p p , 4 3 f ,
( 4 1 )  I b i d . ,  p . 3 5 .
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i f  i t  s e e m s  s i m p l y  t o  s a y  t h a t  a  c y p h e r  o r  s y m b o l ,  a s  
t h a t  t h r o u g h  w h i c h  B e i n g  i s  r e v e a l e d ,  i s  t h a t  t h r o u g h  
w h i c h  B e i n g  b e c o m e s  p r e s e n t  i n  t h e  w h o l e ,  t h e n  w e  m u s t  
r e m e m b e r  t h a t  J a s p e r s  i s  n o t  s o  c o n c e r n e d  w i t h  t h e  w h a t  
o f  B e i n g  a n d  c y p h e r s  a s  w i t h  t h e  h o w  o f  B e i n g ’ s  b e i n g  
p r e s e n t  t o  u s ,  i * e *  h e  i s  a  d e s c r i p t i v e  p h i l o s o p h e r r d h e r  thai 
a n  a r g u m e n t a t i v e  p h i l o s o p h e r *  H i s  c o n c e p t  o f  c y p h e r  
d e s c r i b e s  h o w  B e i n g  m a y  b e  p r e s e n t . t o  u s *  I t  i s  n o t  a n  
a t t e m p t  t o  a r g u e  w h y  t h i s  i s  s o *
T h e  c y p h e r  i s  l i s t e n e d  t o ,  n o t  c c g n i z e d  • • • •
F o r  t h i s  r e a s o n  t h e  c h a r a c t e r  o f  t h e  c y p h e r  
i s  o n l y  e n c i r c l e d  b u t  n o t  r e a c h e d  i f ,  i n  
m e t a p h o r ,  w e  c a l l  i t  s p e e c h #  ( 4 2 ) *
S o  i t  i s  t h a t  w e  m u s t  l o o k  a t  t h e  n a t u r e  o f  c y p h e r s  
a n d  s e e  h o w  t h e y  m a k e  B e i n g  p r e s e n t  t o  u s ,  h o w  t h e y  
* s p e a k ’ t o  u s *
( 1 )  A n y  s e n s u o u s  e n t i t y  m a y  b e c o m e  a  c y p h e r *
I f  w e  a s k  a b o u t  t h e  e x t e n t  o f  t h e  r e a l m  o f  t h e  
c y p h e r s  t h e n  t h e  a n s w e r  i s :  e v e r y t h i n g  o b j e c t i v e  
c a n  b e  a  c y p h e r *  C y p h e r s  a r e  n o t  n e w  o b j e c t s ,  
b u t  a r e  m e r e l y  n e w l y  c o n s u m m a t e d  o b j e c t s *
W h a t e v e r  o f  B e i n g  o c c u r s  i n  t h e  w o r l d ,  b e c o m e s  
t h e  m a t e r i a l  o f  t h e  s y m b o l s *  ( 4 3 )
( 2 )  A  c y p h e r  p o i n t s  b e y o n d  i t s e l f .
( 4 2 )  I b i d * ,  p * 4 1 ,
( 4 3 )  I b i d . ,  p . 6 0 .
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T h e  m e a n i n g  o f  t h e  s y m b o l s  i s  t h a t  i n  t h e m  
1  e n c o u n t e r  t h e  e s s e n t i a l l y  r e a l .  T h e  f u l n e s s  
o f  r e a l i t y  i s  s h o w n  i n  t h e m .  ( 4 4 )
( 3 )  A  c y p h e r  d o e s  n o t  p o i n t  t o  s o m e t h i n g  b e y o n d  
i t  s e l f .
T h e  s i g n i f i c a t i o n  o f  t h e  c y p h e r s  i s  n o t  s u c h  t h a t  
s o m e t h i n g  p r e s e n t  s i g n i f i e s  s o m e t h i n g  a b s e n t ,  a  h e r e  
s i g n i f i e s  a  b e y o n d ,  b u t  i t  l i e s  s i m p l y  i n  a  p r e s e n t -  
n e s s  w h i c h  i s  n o  l o n g e r  t r a n s l a t a b l e  i n t o  k n o w l e d g e  
o f  s o m e t h i n g .  B e i n g - a - c y p h e r  i s  a  s i g n i f i c a t i o n  
w h i c h  s i g n i f i e s  n o t h i n g  e l s e .  ( 4 5 )
( 4 )  B e c a u s e  a  c y p h e r  p o i n t s  t o  n o t h i n g ^  b e y o n d
i t s e l f ,  b e c a u s e  i t  h a s  n o  " d e t e r m i n e d  s i g n  a t u r n  t o  w h i c h  
( 4 6  )
i t  r e f e r s , "  a  c y p h e r  c a n n o t  b e  i n t e r p r e t e d  i n  t e r m s  o f  
a n  ’ o t h e r ’ o r  i n  t e r m s  o f  e x p l a n a t i o n .
G e n u i n e  s y m b o l s  c a n n o t  b e  i n t e r p r e t e d ;  w h a t  c a n  
b e  i n t e r p r e t e d  t h r o u g h  a n  " o t h e r "  c e a s e s  t o  b e  a  
s y m b o l .  O n  t h e  o t h e r  h a n d ,  t h e  i n t e r p r e t a t i o n  o f  
s y m b o l s  t h r o u g h  t h e i r  s e l f - p r e s e n t a t i o n  p e n e t r a t e s  
i n t o  t h e m  b u t  d o e s  n o t  e x p l a i n  t h e m .  ( 4 7 )
T h e y  ( c y p h e r s )  d o  n o t  p e r m i t  i n t e r p r e t a t i o n s  i n  
r e g a r d  t o  a n  " o t h e r " , b u t  a r e  t h e  p r e s e n t n e s s  o f  
t h e i r  c o n t e n t s .  ( 4 8 )
( 5 )  A  c y p h e r  i s  a n  o b j e c t  i n  s u s p e n s i o n ,  i . e .  a n
o b j e c t i v i t y  i n  w h i c h  B e i n g  i s  p r e s e n t .
• • •  r e a l i t y  i t s e l f  i s  i m m e d i a t e l y  p r e s e n t  i n  t h e  
s y m b o l s .  ( 4 9 )
( 4 4 )  I b i d . ,  p . 5 6
( 4 5 )  I b i d . ,  p . 4 2
( 4 6 )  H o f f m a n ,  K u r t ,  " B a s i c  C o n c e p t s  o f  J a s p e r s ’ P h i l o s o p h y "
i n  T h e  P h i l o s o p h y  o f  K a r l  J a s p e r s ,  p . 1 0 8 .
( 4 7 )  J a s p e r s ,  T r u t h  a n d  S y m b o l ,  p . 5 3 .
( 4 8 )  I b i d . ,  p . 5 5 .
( 4 9 )  I b i d . , p . 5 6 *
1 1 0
B u t  c o m m u n i c a t i o n ^  e s s e n t i a l  r e a l i t y ^  a n d  
I n f i n i t y  b e l o n g  t o  t h e  s y m b o l s  o n l y  a s  l o n g  
a s  t h e y  r e m a i n  i n  t h e  s u s p e n s i o n  o f  t h e i r  
a p p e a r a n c e #  A s  s o o n  a s  t h e y  b e c o m e  d e f i n i t e  
i m a g e s ,  f i x e d  s i g n s ^  a n d ,  t h e r e b y ,  t h i n g s  i n  
t h e  w o r l d ,  w e  a g a i n  m o v e  w i t h  t h e m  t o  a  b e a c h ,  
a  b e a c h  o f  f a l s e  c o r p o r e a l i t i e s ,  o f  m e r e  
i m a g e s #  ( 5 0 )
( 6 )  H o w e v e r ,  t h a t  w h i c h  i s  e n c o u n t e r e d  i n  t h e  o b j e c t  
i n  s u s p e n s i o n ,  1 . e « t h e  o b j e c t  n o t  a s  a  s i g n  b u t  a s  a  
c y p h e r ,  a s  a n  o b j e c t i v i t y  w i t h  t h e  p r e s e n t n e s s  o f  B e i n g ,  
i s  e s s e n t i a l l y  d i f f e r e n t  f r o m  t h e  o b j e c t  a s  a  s i g n ,  i . e .  
t h e  o b j e c t  a s  a  s e n s u o u s  e n t i t y  o n l y #
t h e  s i g n  a n d  w h a t  i s  e n c o u n t e r e d  i n  t h e  s i g n ,  
a r e  e s s e n t i a l l y  d i f f e r e n t ,  w i t h o u t  s i m i l a r i t y ,  
w i t h o u t  c o m p a r a b i l i t y ,  a  m e r e  r e f e r r a l  . . # * ( 5 1 )
C y p h e r s ,  t h e n ,  a r e  s e n s u o u s  e n t i t i e s  i n  w h i c h  t h e  
p h i l o s o p h i z i n g  m a n  b e c o m e s  a w a r e  o f  B e i n g *
W h e r e v e r  t h e  s y m b o l - c h a r a c t e r  b e c o m e s  m a n i f e s t ,  a  
c i r c l e  i s  c l o s e d :  o u t  o f  m e r e  p r e s e n t n e s s  s p e a k s
t h e  h i d d e n  e s s e n c e ;  t h e  h i d d e n  e s s e n c e  m a k e s  t h e  
p r e s e n t n e s s  c o m p r e h e n s i b l e ,  ( 5 2 )
J a s p e r s  f u r t h e r  r e v e a l s  t h e  d i s t i n c t i v e  n a t u r e  o f
c y p h e r s  b y  t r e a t i n g  f i v e  w a y s  i n  w h i c h  m a n  c a n  f a l l  t o
( 6 5 )
s e e  t h e  c y p h e r h o o d  o f  s e n s u o u s  e n t i t i e s #
( l )  S y m b o l s  m a y  s l i p  i n t o  e m p i r i c a l  r e a l i t y #  I n  t h i s  
s i t u a t i o n ,  m a n  o n l y  a p p r e h e n d s  t h e  p h e n o m e n a l i t y  o f  t h e  
w o r l d  a n d  a s s e r t s  t h a t  i t  i s  t h e  w h o l e  o f  r e a l i t y ^ .  H e  
d o e s  n o t  m a k e  u s e  o f  V e r n u n f t  b u t  s t o p s  s h o r t  w i t h  V e r s t  a n d ,
( 5 0 )  I b i d # ,  p p « 4 0 f *
( 5 1 )  I b i d # ,  p . 6 2
( 5 2 )  I b i d . ,  p # 6 3
( 5 5 ) I b ' i  d  .  . D P .  5 8 - 6 0 .
"  1 1 1  -
S u c h  a n  a t t i t u d e  i s  t e r m e d  u n b e l i e f  b y  J a s p e r s *
W e  c a l l  u n b e l i e f  a n y  a t t i t u d e  w h i c h  a s s e r t s  
a b s o l u t e  i m m a n e n c e  a n d  d e n i e s  t r a n s c e n d e n c e *
T h e  q u e s t i o n  t h e n  a r i s e s  : w h a t  i s  t h i s  
i m m a n e n c e ?  U n b e l i e f  s a y s  : E m p i r i c a l  e x i s t ­
e n c e  r e a l i t y  t h e  w o r l d *  ( 5 4 )
H o w e v e r y J a s p e r s  s e e s  t h e  s o l u t i o n  t o  t h e  e i t h e r / o r  
q u e s t i o n  o f  t r a n s c e n d e n c e  o r  i m m a n e n c e  i n  h i s  c o n c e p t  o f  
c y p h e r s *
T r a n s c e n d e n c e  a n d  i m m a n e n c e  w e r e  a t  f i r s t  t h o u g h t  
t o  b e  m u t u a l l y  e x c l u s i v e  ; b u t  i n  t h e  c i p h e r  
u n d e r s t o o d  a s  i m m a n e n t  T r a n s c e n d e n c e  w e  m u s t  f i n d  
r a t h e r  t h e i r  i n t i m a t e  d i a l e c t i c  • * , * { 7 9 3 )  ( 5 5 )
S y m b o l s  m a y  a l s o  s l i p  i n t o  ( 2 )  a l l e g o r y  a n d  ( 3 )  c o n ­
c e p t u a l i z a t i o n *  B o t h  o f  t h e s e  a t t i t u d e s  m a k e  t h e  m i s t a k e  
o f  s e e k i n g  t o  i n t e r p r e t  c y p h e r s *  A l l e g o r y  s e e k s  t o  f i n d  
t h e  ^ m e a n i n g ^  o f  s y m b o l s ,  a n d  c o n c e p t u a l i z a t i o n  s e e k s  t o  
e x c h a n g e  r e a l i t y  f o r  k n o w l e d g e *  A l l e g o r y  g o e s  a s t r a y  
b e c a u s e ,
A  c y p h e r  • • » d o e s  n o t  w o r k  l i k e  a  m a t h e m a t i c a l  
s i g n  : f o r  t h a t  i t  w o u l d  h a v e  t o  r e f e r  t o  s o m e
i n t e n t i o n a l  c o n t e n t  w h i c h  e v e n t u a l l y  c o u l d  b e  
i s o l a t e d  o r  d e d u c e d *  T h e  c i p h e r ,  h o w e v e r ,  l e a v e s  
u s  m e r e l y  w i t h  t h e  e x p e r i e n c e  t h a t  t h i s  o r  t h a t  
i n d i v i d u a l  e n t i t y  i s  m o r e  t h a n  i t s e l f ,  t h a t  i t  
i s  t r a n s p a r e n t  f o r  T r a n s c e n d e n c e *  ( 5 6 )
C o n c e p t u a l i z a t i o n  e r r s  i n a s m u c h  a s  i t  t r i e s  t o  s u b ­
s t i t u t e  i d e a s  o f  t r a n s c e n d e n c e  f o r  i t s  r e a l i t y *
( 5 4 )  J a s p e r s ,  T h e  P e r e n n i a l  S c o p e  o f  P h i l o s o p h y ,  p . 1 1 6  
5 5 )  R i c c o e u r ,  P a u l ,  " T h e  R e l a t i o n  o f  J a s p e r s *  P h i l o s o p h y
t o  R e l i g i o n "  i n  T h e  P h i l o s o p h y  o f  K a r l  J a s p e r s ,  p * 6 2 1  
n o t e  3 2 .
( 5 6 )  T h y s s e n ,  o p . c i t . ,  p p * 3 0 7 f .
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T h e  s y m b o l  m a l i e s  n o t  o n l y  c l e a r  b u t  r e a l  
( w i r k l i c h )  w h a t  w o u l d  o t h e r w i s e  b e  l i k e  
n o t h i n g .  ( 5 7 )
F u r t h e r , t o  i n t e r p r e t  s y m b o l s  i s  i m p o s s i b l e ,  f o r  
i n  t h e m
... B e i n g  i t s e l f ,  T r a n s c e n d e n c e ,  i s  p r e s e n t .
I t  i s  n a r a e l e s s *  I f  w e  s p e a k  o f  i t ,  t h e n  w e  
u s e  a n  i n f i n i t e  n u m b e r  o f  n a m e s  a n d  c a n c e l  
t h e m  a l l  a g a i n .  T h a t  w h i c h  h a s  s i g n i f i c a n c e  
i s  i t s e l f  B e i n g .  ( 5 8 )
I n  t h e  f o u r t h  p l a c e ,  a  s y m b o l  m a y  s l i p  i n t o  ( 4 )  
d e t a c h m e n t .  I n  s u c h  a n  a t t i t u d e  o n e  m a k e s  l i f e  i n t o  a n  
o b j e c t  o f  a e s t h e t i c  c o n t e m p l a t i o n .
I t  b e c o m e s  t h e  i m p e t u s  f o r  t h e  e n j o y m e n t  o f  
r a n d o m  e m o t i o n s ,  o r  o f  u n l i m i t e d  p o s s i b i l i t i e s .
T h e  p l a y  i s  c o n f u s e d  w i t h  e s s e n t i a l  r e a l i t y .
T h e  a t t e n u a t i o n  i n  d e t a c h m e n t  p e r m i t s  t h e  c o n ­
t e n t  o f  t h e  s y m b o l  t o  d i s s o l v e .  ( 5 9 )
L a s t l y ,  S y m b o l s  c a n  s l i p  i n t o  ( 5 )  t h a t  w h i c h  i s  i n t e n t i o n ­
a l l y  w a n t e d .  W h e n  o n e  a t t e m p t s  t o  c r e a t e  o r  c o n t r o l  s y m b o l s ,  
o n e  c o m e s  u n d e r  d e l u s i o n  b e c a u s e  c y p h e r  r e a d i n g  i s  a  m a t t e r  
o f  s u r r e n d e r  a n d  i s  d i r e c t l y  o p p o s e d  t o  a  c o n t r o l l e d  * t e c h n i q u e *
C y p h e r s  a r e  n o t  a t  o n e *  s  c o m m a n d ,  a r e  n o t  
m e a n s  t o  a n  e n d ,  a n d  c a n n o t  b e  p r o d u c e d ,  b u t  
t h e y  a r e  a c c e p t e d ,  f o u n d ,  a n d  u n c o n s c i o u s l y  
e x p e r i e n c e d .  I  c a n n o t  c o n t r o l  t h e m  b u t  c a n  
o n l y  b e  c o n q u e r e d  b y  t h e m .  ( 6 0 )
( 5 7 )  J a s p e r s , T r u t h  a n d  S y m b o l ,  p . 4 0 .
( 5 8 )  I b i d . ,  p . 4 2 .
( 5 9 )  I b i d . ,  p p . 5 8 f .
( 6 0 )  I b i d ® ,  p . 6 0 .
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I n  a l l  t h r e e  c o n c e p t s  t h a t  w e  h a v e  i n v e s t i g a t e d ,  
w e  s e e  J a s p e r s *  m e t h o d  a n d  p o s i t i o n .  I n  a l l  t h r e e  t h e  a i m  
i s  t o  s p e a k  o f  h o w  B e i n g ,  T r a n s c e n d e n c e ,  t h e  E n c o m p a s s i n g ,  
b e c o m e s  p r e s e n t  t o  n s ®  I n  t h e  n o t i o n  o f  R e a s o n ,  w e  s a w  
h o w  m a n  c a n n o t  r e s t  u l t i m a t e l y  u p o n  t h e  p h e n o m e n a l  w o r l d  
b u t  a s k s  f o r  T r a n s c e n d e n c e  a s  t h e  g r o u n d  o f  h i s  E x i s t e n z  
a s  w e l l  a s  o f  t h e  w o r l d ®  I n  t h e  t r e a t m e n t  o f  B o u n d a r y  
s i t u a t i o n s ,  w e  s a w  t h a t  m a n  m u s t  f o u n d e r  a n d  t h a t  s u c h  f o u n d e r ­
i n g  n e c e s s i t a t e s  t h e  d e c i s i o n  f o r  n o t h i n g n e s s  o r  f o r  
T r a n s c e n d e n c e *  L a s t l y ,  i n  t h e  n o t i o n  o f  c y p h e r s  w e  s a w  h o w  
T r a n s c e n d e n c e  c a n  s h i n e  t h r o u g h * *  a l l  s e n s u o u s  e n t i t i e s .  E a c h  
c o n c e p t  p r e s e n t e d  t h r e e  c o n t e n t i o n s .
( 1 )  O n e  m u s t  s t a r t  w i t h  t h e  w o r l d ,  m u s t  r e c o g n i z e  i t s  
a c t u a l i t y  a n d  g i v e  d u e  c r e d i t  t o  t h e  k n o w l e d g e  t h a t  g r a s p s  
a n d  s h a p e s  i t .
( 2 )  T h e  w o r l d  a s  p h e n o m e n a l i t y  c a n n o t  u l t i m a t e l y  p r o v i d e  m e a n ­
i n g  f o r  i t s e l f .  R e a s o n  a n d  E x i s t e n z  f o u n d e r  i f  t h e y  s e e k
t o  b e  t h e i r  o w n  g r o u n d ,  i f  t h e y  s e e k  t o  p r o v i d e  p u r p o s e  f o r  
t h e  w h o l e  o f  R e a l i t y  o t h e r  t h a n  t h a t  o f  t h e  E n c o m p a s s i n g  t o  
w h i c h  t h e y  p o i n t  b y  t h e i r  f o u n d e r i n g .
( 3 )  I n  f a c e  o f  t h e  p h e n o m e n a l i t y  o f  t h e  w o r l d  o n e  m a y  a d o p t  
e i t h e r  a n  a t t i t u d e  o f  u n b e l i e f  a n d  a f f i r m  t h e  w o r l d  a s  t h e  
o n l y  r e a l i t y ,  t h u s  a f f i r m i n g  n o t h i n g n e s s  ;  o r  o n e  m a y  a f f i r m  
G o d ,  T r a n s c e n d e n c e ,  B e i n g  i n  i t s e l f ,  t h e  E n c o m p a s s i n g .  I n  
t h e  c a s e  o f  J a s p e r s  h i s  p h i l o s o p h i c a l  f a i t h  a f f i r m s  G o d ,  a n d
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i t  i s  t h e  p u r p o s e  o f  a l l  h i s  p h i l o s o p h i z i n g  s o  t o  i l l u m i n e  
E x i s t  e n z  a s  t o  s h o w  t h a t  s u c h  a  f a i t h -  s u c h  * g l i d i n g  a w a r e -  
n e s s * ,  s u c h  * p r e h e n d i n g  o f  T r a n s c e n d e n c e * ,  s u c h  * c y p h e r  
r e a d i n g *  i s  a  p o s s i b i l i t y  f o r  E x i s t  e n z e n .
S o  f a r  i n  o u r  i n v e s t i g a t i o n  w e  h a v e  b e e n  c o n c e r n e d  
w i t h  h o w  T r a n s c e n d e n c e  o r  t h e  E n c o m p a s s i n g  b e c o m e s  a p p e a r a n c e  
f o r  u s  5 a n d  w e  h a v e  n o t  e n q u i r e d  i n t o  t h e  * n a t u r e *  o f  
T r a n s c e n d e n c e .  S t i l l ,  c e r t a i n  p o i n t s  c o n c e r n i n g  t h e  c h a r a c t e r  
o f  T r a n s c e n d e n c e  h a v e  e m e r g e d , a n d  w e  m u s t  n o w  d r a w  t h e m  
t o g e t h e r  a n d  a t t e m p t  t o  o b t a i n  a  c l e a r e r  a n d  m o r e  c o m p l e t e  
i d e a  o f  J a s p e r s *  c o n c e p t  o f  T r a n s c e n d e n c e *  H o w e v e r ,  w e  m u s t  
k e e p  i n  m i n d  t h a t  w h e n  w e  s a y  * c o n c e p t  o f  T r a n s c e n d e n c e *  t h i s  
i s  n o t  t h e  s a m e  a s  t o  s a y  * T r a n s c e n d e n c e * * V f h a t  w e  a t t e m p t  
h e r e  i s  o n l y  t o  t r y  t o  u n d e r s t a n d  J a s p e r s *  t h i n k i n g  c o n ­
c e r n i n g  T r a n s c e n d e n c e ,  n o t  t o  u n d e r s t a n d  t h e  * w h a t  * o f  
T r a n s c e n d e n c e  i t s e l f *
C o n c e p t u a l l y ,  T r a n s c e n d e n c e  s e e m s  t o  b e  c o m p l e t e l y  
n e g a t i v e .
T h e  f i e l d ,  t o  b e  s u r e , i s  h e l d  b y  n e g a t i v e  t h e o l o g y  
t h a t  t e l l s  u s  w h a t  G o d  i s  n o t  t o  w i t ,  h e  i s  n o t  
s o m e t h i n g  t h a t  s t a n d s  i n  f i n i t e  f o r m  b e f o r e  t h e  
e y e s  o r  t h e  m i n d .  ( 6 1 )
T h u s ,  w e  b e g i n  o u r  u n d e r s t a n d i n g  o f  J a s p e r s *  c o n c e p t
( 6 1 )  J a s p e r s * ,  T h e  P e r e n n i a l  S c o p e  o f  P h i l s o p h y ,  p . 3 6 .
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o f  T r a n s c e n d e n c e  b y  s a y i n g  w h a t  i t  d o e s  n o t  i n c l u d e .  ( 1 )  
T r a n s c e n d e n c e  i s  n o t  a  t h i n g .  C y p h e r s  p o i n t  t o  n o  o t h e r ,  
R e a s o n  r e f u s e s  t o  r e s t  i n  a n y  t h i n g .  F o u n d e r i n g  s h o w s
t h e  p h e n o m e n a l i t y  o f  a l l  e x i s t e n t s
T h e  E n c o m p a s s i n g  i t s e l f ,  w h e t h e r  i t  b e  t h e  
E n c o m p a s s i n g  w h i c h  w e  a r e  o r  B e i n g  i n  i t s e l f ,  
e s c a p e s  f r o m  e v e r y  d e t e r m i n a t e  o b j e c t i v i t y , ( 6 2 )
( 2 ) T r a n s c e n d e n c e  c a n n o t  b e  c o n c e p t u a l i z e d  o r  c o n c e i v e d  a n d  
m u c h  l e s s  c a n  i t  b e  e x p r e s s e d .  I n d e e d ,  c o n c e p t u a l i z a t i o n  
a n d  e x p r e s s i o n  r e s u l t  i n  a  s l i p p i n g  o f  t h e  s y m b o l .
I f  I  s h o u l d  p o s s e s s  a l l  p o s s i b l e  m e t a p h o r s  . . .  i f  
I  r e f e r  t o  h i m  e v e r y t h i n g  w h i c h  o c c u r s  i n  t h e  
w o r l d ; i f ,  i n  a d d i t i o n ,  I  a d d  i n  m y  t h i n k i n g  
e v e r y t h i n g  w h i c h  m i g h t  b e ,  I  w i l l  n e v e r ,  i n  t h i s  
i n f i n i t e  p l a y  o f  c y p h e r s ,  r e a c h  G o d  H i m s e l f .  ( 6 3 )
( 3 )  T r a n s c e n d e n c e  i s  o t h e r  t h a n  t h e  s i g n  i n  w h i c h  i t
b e c o m e s  a p p e a r a n c e .  A l t h o u g h ,  T r a n s c e n d e n c e  b e c o m e s  a p p e a r »  
a n c e  p n l y _  t h r o u g h  p h e n o m e n a l i t y ,  r e a s o n  d i s t i n g u i s h e s  
b e t w e e n  t h e  T r a n s c e n d e n c e  t h a t  i s  p r e s e n t  a n . d  t h a t  w h i c h  
m e d i a t e s  i t .
T v f o  i m p o r t a n t  c o n c l u s i o n s  f o l l o w  f r o m  t h e  n e g a t i v e  
c h a r a c t e r  o f  t h e  c o n c e p t  o f  T r a n s c e n d e n c e .  F i r s t , s i n c e  
T r a n s c e n d e n c e  o r  G o d  i s  n e i t h e r  a  t h i n g  i n  t h e  w o r l d  n o r  a  
t ^ n ^  p o i n t e d  t o  b y  w o r M R y  e n t i t i e s ,  i t  i s  f u n d a m e n t a l l y  
w r o n g  t o  t r y  t o  p r o v e  I t s  e x i s t e n c e .  A  p r o v e d  G o d  w o u l d
( 6 2 )  J a s p e r s ,  R e a s o n  a n d  E x i s t  e n z ,  p .  7 0
( 6 3 )  J a s p e r s ,  T r u t h  a n d  S y m b o l ,  p . 7 5 .
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a c t u a l l y  b e  n o  G o d  a t  a l l ,  a l t h o u g h  a r g u m e n t s  f o r  G o d  * s  
e x i s t e n c e  m a y  s e r v e  a  c l a r i f y i n g  a n d  a w ' a k e n i n g  p u r p o s e .
B u t  n e v e r  d o  w e  g a i n  a  s c i e n t i f i c a l l y  c o g e n t  
p r o o f .  A  p r o v e d  G o d  i s  n o  G o d *  A c c o r d i n g l y :  
o n l y  h e  w h o  s t a r t s  f r o m  G o d ,  c a n  s e e k  h i m ,
A  c e r t a i n t y  o f  t h e  e x i s t e n c e  o f  G o d ,  h o w e v e r  
r u d i m e n t a r y  a n d  i n t a n g i b l e  i t  m a y  b e ,  i s  a  
p r e m i s e  n o t  a  r e s u l t  o f  p h i l o s o p h i c a l  a c t i v i t y . ( 6 4 )
B u t  t h e  a r g u m e n t s  f o r  t h e  e x i s t e n c e  o f  G o d  d o  
n o t  l o s e  t h e i r  v a l i d i t y  a s  i d e a s  b e c a u s e  t h e y  
h a v e  l o s t  t h e i r  p o w e r  t o  p r o v e .  T h e y  a m o u n t  t o  
a  c o n f i r m a t i o n  o f  f a i t h  b y  i n t e l l e c t u a l  o p e r ­
a t i o n s .  W h e n  t h e y  a r e  o r i g i n a l ,  t h e  t h i n k e r  
s t r u c k  b y  t h e i r  e v i d e n c e  e x p e r i e n c e s  t h e m  a s  t h e  
p r o f o u n d e s t  e v e n t  o f  l i f e .  W h e n  t h e y  a r e  r e f l e c t e d  
u p o n  w i t h  u n d e r s t a n d i n g ,  t h e y  m a k e  p o s s i b l e  a  
r e p e t i t i o n  o f  t h i s  e x p e r i e n c e .  T h e  i d e a  a s  s u c h  
e f f e c t s  a  t r a n s f o r m a t i o n  i n  m a n ,  i t ” o p e n s  o u r  
e y e s ,  i n  a  s e n s e .  M o r e  t h a n  t h a t ,  i t  b e c o m e s  a  
f u n d a m e n t  o f  o u r s e l v e s ,  b y  e n h a n c i n g  o u r  a w a r e ­
n e s s  o f  b e i n g , i t  b e c o m e s  t h e  s o u r c e  o f  p e r - “ 
s o n a l  d e p t h ,  ( 6 5 )
A t  t h i s  p o i n t  J a s p e r s  d i s a g r e e s  s h a r p l y  w i t h  h i s  
T h o m i s t  c r i t i c s .  H e  s e e s  t h e  d i f f e r e n c e  b e t w e e n  t h e m  a s
r e s t i n g  b o t h  i m  t h e  i d e a  o f  G o d  a n d  i n  t h e  i d e a  o f  r e a s o n  
t h a t  a r r i v e s  a t  o r  p r e h e n d s  H i m .  F o r  J a s p e r s  t h e  B e i n g  
w h i  c h  i s  G o d  i s  a  t o t a l l y  d i f f e r e n t  k i n d  f r o m  a l l  o t h e r  
b e i n g s .  F o l l o w i n g  K a n t * s  d i s t i n c t i o n  b e t w e e n  a p p e a r a n c e  
a n d  t h e  t h i n g - i n - i t s e l f , h e  c o n t e n d s  t h a t  " W h a t e v e r  
b e c o m e s  o b j e c t  t o  a n d  I m o w a b l e  b y  u s  i s  i n  s o m e  s e n s e
( 6 4 )  J a s p e r s ,  T h e  P e r e n n i a l  S c o p e  o f  P h i l o s o p h y ,  p , 5 6 ,  
65) I b id . ,  p p .3 4 f .
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( 6 6 )
appearance not Being i t s e l f ,  On th e  o th er  hand,
Jaspers contends "In th e  T hom istIc p o s i t io n  th e  b ein g  o f
f i n i t e ,  sen so ry  b e in g  i s  as good as any o th er  b ein g  even  as
"(67)
th e  b ein g  o f  God • • • ♦  Thus, Jasp ers con clu d es th a t th e  
Thom ists attem pt o n ly  t o  a r r iv e  a t God as a b ein g  not as 
Being in  i t s e l f .
Furtherm ore, th e  instrum ent o f r ea so n  as employed 
by th e  T h om ists, i . e .  argum entative re a so n , i s  on ly  capable  
a t a r r iv in g  a t  an e x is t in g  God, because "In th e  T hom istic  
p o s it io n  I am c o n s ta n t ly  le d  to  th e t h in g s ,  from the
( 6 8 )
sen so ry  o b je c t o f  aw areness a l l  th e  way to  th e d e i t y ,  ..I '
On th e  o th er  hand, in  th e K antian p o s i t io n ,  "I am le d  to
a p o in t where th e  b a s ic  o p era tio n  o f my th in k in g  l i f t s  t h i s
th in k in g  i t s e l f  to  another l e v e l  and o n ly  thus b r in g s  about
(69)
th e  p r e su p p o s it io n s  o f p h ilo so p h iz in g ,"  So i t  i s  th a t
Jaspers* tr a n sc e n d e n ta l th in k in g  (r e a so n , V ern u n ft) prehends 
B eing in  I t s e l f ,  whereas th e  * pure reason* o f th e  Thom ists 
o n ly  aims and a r r iv e s  a t  a b e in g , w hich i s  in  f a c t  not God, 
but o n ly  a cypher of Him,
The second  c o n c lu s io n  a r is in g  out o f th e  n e g a tiv e  
ch a ra c ter  o f  T ranscendence concerns th e  erro r  o f n ih i l i s m ,  
Jasp ers contends th a t  because n ih i l i s m  makes th e  same m istake
(66 ) J a sp e r s , K a rl, "Reply to  My C r it ic s"  in  The Philosoplxy  
o f K arl j & sp ers. p .799 .
(6 7 ) I b i d . ,  p p .7 9 9 f .
(6 8 ) I b id . ,  p .799
(69) I b i d . , p .7 9 9 .
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as th e T h om ists, i . e .  b ecau se i t  co n ce iv e s  o f God as a
t h in g , i t  a s s e r t s  "There i s  no God." N ih ilis m  " tr e a ts
q u e s t io n s  o f tran scen d en ce  l i k e  q u e s t io n s  d e a lin g  w ith
f i n i t e  th in g s  in  th e w orld; and i t  d oes not even tou ch  upon
what i s  in ten d ed  in  s ta tem en ts  about God, s in c e  i t  ta k es
t h e ir  co n ten t as a f a c t u a l  sta tem en t about som ething p resen t
(70)
in  th e  w orld ."
Now l e t  us enquire con cern in g  a p o s i t iv e  elem ent in  
Jaspers* con cep t o f  T ranscendence. Is, T ranscendence sim p ly  
a n e g a t iv e  id ea?  I s  i t  s im p ly  th e  n e g a tio n  o f  E x is t  enz 
and world? What can we khow or sa y  about T ranscendence?
Jasp ers m ain ta in s th a t  th e r e  i s  c e r t a in ly  a p o s i t iv e  
moment in  Trans oen d en ce, but th a t  we b e tr a y  and deny i t  when 
we seek  to  know or ex p ress  i t .  In d eed , God i s  co m p le te ly  
o th e r , h id d en , a deus '^bbs c o n d itu s .
^  ^  É W  I I .  I IÉ ■ I I I .  I I  ■ !  I . l f  ■
But th e  one God i s  d i s t a n t ;  th e  c o m p le te ly  
"other" i s  e n t i r e ly  h id d en . (71)
However, God i s  d is t a n t  and h idd en  as regard s knowledge 
and e x p r e s s io n  o f  Him. H is presen t n e ss  i s  th e  most p o s i t iv e  
r e a l i t y  o f  a l l .  We have n oted  in  c o n n e c tio n  w ith  Jaspers*  
treatm en t o f  cyphers th a t  t h i s  p r e se n tn e ss  i s  B eing i t s e l f ,  
th e  r e a l i t y .  The p o s i t iv e  elem ent in  th e aw areness o f  
T ranscendence 3^ th e  r e a l i t y  o f  T ranscendence i t s e l f .
(70)  J a sp e r s , The P e r e n n ia l Scope o f P h ilo so p h y , pp*133f
(71)  J a sp e r s , Truth and Symbol, p .7 2 .
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T h e r e f o r e 5 t o  s e e k  t o  i n t e r p r e t  t h i s  r e a l i t y  i n  t e r m s  o f  a n  
o t h e r  o r  o f  i d e a s  a n d  c o n c e p t i o n s  r e s u l t s  i n  l o s i n g  t h e  
r e a l i t y  t h a t  e x c e l s  a n y  * o t h e r *  o r  a n y  i d e a .  I n  i n t e r p r e t ­
i n g  5 r e a l i t y  i s  e x c h a n g e d  f o r  k n o w l e d g e ®  T h i s  m e a n s  t h a t  
B e i n g * s  a p p e a r a n c e  i s  n e c e s s a r i l y  o f  t h e  n a t u r e  o f  a  c l o s e d  
c i r c l e .  I f  B e i n g  i n  i t s e l f  a p p e a r s , i t  c a n  o n l y  h e  s e l f -  
a u t h e n t i c a t i n g  a n d  s e l f - i n t e r p r e t i n g ^  o t h e r w i s e  i t  w o u l d  h e  
g u a r a n t e e d  a n d  e x p l a i n e d  h y  a  l e s s e r  r e a l i t y  t h a n  i t s e l f .
T r a n s c e n d e n c e j  t h u s  r e v e a l e d ,  r e m a i n s  i n d e f i n a b l e ;  
y e t  a l t h o u g h  i t  i s  u n k n o w a b l e  a n d  u n t h i n k a b l e ,  i t  
i s  p r e s e n t  i n  t h o u g h t  i n  t h e  s e n s e  o f  ( a  c e r t a i n t y  
o f )  t h a t  i t  i s ,  n o t  w h a t  i t  i s .  C o n c e r n i n g  t h i s  
i t  i s  n o t h i n g  c a n  b e  s t a t e d  o t h e r  t h a n  t h e  f o r m a l ,  
r e d u n d a n t  a s s e r t i o n ,  w h o s e  p o t e n t i a l  r e a l i z a t i o n  
i s  i m p e n e t r a b l e  f o r  u s  : i t  i s  w h a t  i t  i s .  ( i l l ,  6V) ( 7 2 )
T h u s  i t  i s  t h a t  G o d  i s  n a m e l e s s ,  i m a g e l e s s ,  a n d  c o m p l e t e ­
l y  u n l m o v m ,  s a v e  t h a t  * H e  i s *  .  A n y  i n t e r p r e t i n g  i s  f a l s e .
I t  i s  a  m e t a p h o r i c a l  a c t ,  a  g a m e ,  s i n c e  i t  i s  B e i n g  i t s e l f ,  
T r a n s c e n d e n c e  t h a t  i s  p r e s e n t .
H o w e v e r ,  J a s p e r s  r e a l i z e s  t h a t  " T h e  t h o u ^ t  t h a t  G o d  i s ,  
i s  d i r e c t l y  f o l l o w e d  b y  s p e c u l a t i o n  a s  t o  w h a t  H e  i s .  T h i s
i s  i m p o s s i b l e  t o  d i s c o v e r ,  a n d  y e t  s p e c u l a t i o n  o n  i t  h a s
( 7 3 )
u n f o l d e d  r i c h ,  i n s p i r i n g  t h o u g h t s . "  H e  f u r t h e r  s e e s  t h a t  
i t  i s  p e r m i s s i b l e  t o  e n g a g e  i n  s u c h  s p e c u l a t i o n  s o  l o n g  a s  
t h e  t h o u g h t s  a r r i v e d  a t  a r e  s e e n  t o  b e  o n l y  c y p h e r s ,  s o  l o n g  
a s  w e  d o  n o t  i d e n t i f y  o u r  k n o w l e d g e  o f  G o d  w i t h  G o d  H i m s e l f ,
( 7 8 )  K u n z ,  H a n s ,  " C r i t i q u e  o f  J a s p e r s '  C o n c e p t  o f  T r a n s c e n d e n c e  
i n  T h e  P h i l o s o p h y  o f  E a r l  J a s p e r s ,  p . b l s .
( 7 3 )  J a s p e r s ,  " T h e  P e r e n n i a l  S c o p e  o f  P h i l o s o p h y ,  p . 3 6
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w h i c h  i d e n t i f i c a t i o n  J a s p e r s  c o n s i d e r s  t o  h e  t h e  e r r o r  o f  
m u c h  o f  T h e o l o g y ®
S t r i v i n g  b e y o n d  a l l  m e d i a t i o n s  a l o n g  t h e  
r o a d ,  w e  w o u l d  l i k e  t o  f o r m  a n  i m a g e  o f  
G o d  H i m s e l f .  W h a t  w e  a t t a i n  i n  t h i s  w a y  
i s  a g a i n  a l w a y s  o n l y  c y p h e r s  o f  t h e  
D i v i n i t y ,  Y e t  G o d  i s  n o t  a  c y p h e r  b u t  r e a l ­
i t y  i t s e l f .  T h e  i m a g i n g  o f  G o d  i s  c a l l e d  
T h e o l o g y ®  T h e o l o g y  n e v e r  g e t s  a n y  f u r t h e r  
t h a n  a n  i n t e l l e c t u a l  c o n c e p t i o n  o f  t h e  
l a n g u a g e  o f  c y p h e r s .  I t  h a s  t r u t h  u n d e r  t h e  
c o n d i t i o n  t h a t  i t  p r e s e r v e s  t h e  t e n s i o n  
t o w a r d  t h e  a b s o l u t e l y  d i s t a n t ,  t h e  v e r y  
" o t h e r "  o f  T r a n s c e n d e n c e ,  E v e r y  i m a g i n g  o f  
G o d  w h i  c h  b e l i e v e s  i t  c a n  g r a s p  H i m  H i m s e l f  
o t h e r  t h a n  i n  t h e  v a n i s h i n g  m e d i a t i o n  o f  c y p h e r s  
f a l l s  s h o r t  o f  t h e  m a r k ®  W e c a n  o n l y  p e n e ­
t r a t e  i n t o  p h e n o m e n a  a n d  s e e k  t o  d i s c o v e r  
t h e  g r o u n d  o f  t h e  m y s t e r y .  I f  w e  d o  s o ,  w e  
s p e a k  i n  c y p h e r s ®  ( 7 4 )
T h e  q u e s t i o n  o f  t h e  n a t u r e  o f  J a s p e r s *  c o n c e p t  o f  
T r a n s c e n d e n c e  i s  c l o s e l y  c o n n e c t e d  w i t h  h i s  p r o b l e m  o f  
c o r r m i u n i c a t i o n ,  a n d  a  c o n s i d e r a t i o n  o f  t h e  l a t t e r  m a y  
i l l u m i n e  t h e  f o r m e r .  H o w  d o e s  o n e  c o m m u n i c a t e  a  p h i l o s o p h i s '  
i n g  w h i  c h  h a s  a s  i t s  a i m  t h e  a w a r e n e s s  o f  T r a n s c e n d e n c e ?
T h e r e  c a n  b e  n o  d o u b t i n g  t h e  f a c t  t h a t  J a s p e r s  i s  a c u t e l y  
a w a r e  o f  t h i s  q u e s t i o n  f o r  h e  a s s e r t s  t h a t  "  t h e
E n c o m p a s s i n g  w h i c h  i s  b e i n g  i t s e l f  e x i s t s  f o r  u s  o n l y  i n s o ­
f a r  a s  i t  a c h i e v e s  c o m m u n i c a b i l i t y  b y  b e c o m i n g  s p e e c h  o r
( 7 4 )  J a s p e r s ,  T r u t h  a n d  S y m b o l ,  p p , 7 4 f .
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b e c o m i n g  n t t  e n a b l e , "
I n  o r d e r  t h a t  w e  m i g h t  u n d e r s t a n d  J a s p e r s *  t r e a t m e n t
o f  t h i s  p r o b l e m  w e  m u s t  n o t e  a n o t h e r  d i s t i n c t i o n  w h i c h  h e
m a k e s  t h e  d i s t i n c t i o n  b e t w e e n  T r a n s c e n d e n c e  a n d  t h e
a w a r e n e s s  o f  T r a n s c e n d e n c e .  W e  h a v e  n o t e d  a b o v e  t h a t  t h e
E n c o m p a s s i n g  i t s e l f  c a n  n o t  e v e n  b e  t h o u g h t ,  m u c h  l e s s
e x p r e s s e d  v e r b a l l y .  R a t h e r ,  t h e  E n c o m p a s s i n g  i s  m e d i a t e d
b y  c y p h e r s  w h i c h  c o n s t i t u t e  i t s  l a n g u a g e  o r  s p e e c h .  T h i s ,
t h e n ,  i s  w h a t  i t  m e a n s  t o  s a y  t h a t  T r a n s c e n d e n c e  b e c o m e s
a p p e a r a n c e ,  b u t  w h a t  d o e s  i t  m e a n  t o  s a y  t h a t  T r a n s c e n d e n c e
( 7 6 )
" a c h i e v e s  c o m m u n i c a b i l i t y  b y  b e c o m i n g  u t t e r a b l e ? "
F i r s t , l e t  u s  a g a i n  r e m i n d  o u r s e l v e s  t h a t  P h i l o s o p h y  
w h i c h  a i m s  a t  t h i s  c o m m u n i c a b i l i t y  d o e s  n o t  s e e k  t o  a c h i e v e  
i t  b y  c o m m u n i c a t i n g  k n o w l e d g e  a b o u t  G o d ,  f o r  t w o  r e a s o n s ®  
F i r s t ,  k n o w l e d g e  t h a t ^  T r a n s c e n d e n c e  i s ,  i s  t h e  o n l y  I m ' o w l e d g e  
t h a t  i s  p o s s i b l e .
T h e  s t i l l n e s s  o f  t h e  b e i n g  o f  t r u t h  i n  
T r a n s c e n d e n c e  n o t  b y  a b a n d o n i n g  t h e  m o d e s  
o f  t h e  E n c o m p a s s i n g ,  b u t  i n  s u r p a s s i n g  t h e i r  
w o r l d s  s u c h  i s  t h e  b o u n d a r y  w h e r e  w h a t  t h e  
W h o l e  i s  b e y o n d  a l l  d i v i s i o n  c a n  m o m e n t a r i l y  
f l a s h  o u t .  B u t  t h i s  i l l u m i n a t i o n  i s  t r a n s i t o r y  
i n  t h e  w o r l d  a n d ,  a l t h o u g h  o f  d e c i s i v e  i n f l u e n c e  
u p o n  m e n ,  i n c o m m u n i c a b l e ;  f o r  w h e n  i t  i s  
c o m m u n i c a t e d  i t  i s  d r a w n  i n t o  t h e  m o d e s  o f  t h e  
E n c o m p a s s i n g  w h e r e  i t  i s  e v e r  l a c k i n g .  I t s  
e x p e r i e n c e  i s  a b s o l u t e l y  h i s t o r i c a l ,  i n  t i m e  
o u t  b e y o n d  t i m e .  O n e  c a n  s p e a k  o u t  o f  t h i s  
e x p e r i e n c e ,  b u t  n o t  o f  i t .  T h e  u l t i m a t e
( 7 5 )  J a s p e r s ,  g e a s „ o n „ a n d „ J x i s ^ ^ ^ ^  p . V 9 .
( 7 6 )  I b i d . ,  p . 7 9 .
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i n  t h i n k i n g  a s  i n  c o m m a n i c a t i o n  i s  s i l e n c e , ( 7 7 )
S e c o n d ,  e v e n  t h e  I m  o w l  e d g e  t h a t  T r a n s  c e n d e n c e  i s  
c a n n o t  h e  b e s t o w e d ;  i t  c a n  o n l y  b e  a w a k e n e d ®  J u s t  a s  
E x i s t e n z  m u s t  b e  o n e  * s  o w n ,  i . e .  o n e  m u s t  b e c o m e  h i m s e l f  
( t h u s  a  p h i l o s o p h e r  c a n n o t  r e a l l y  h a v e  * f o l l o w e r s  * ) ,  s o  
o n e  m u s t  b e c o m e  a w a r e  o f  T r a n s c e n d e n c e  f o r  h i m s e l f .  T h e  
k n o w l e d g e  t h a t  T r a n s c e n d e n c e  i s  w o u l d  b e  f a l s e  i f  d i s p e n s e d  
i n  t h e  s a m e  w a y  t h a t  p h e n o m e n a l  k n o w l e d g e  i s  d i s p e n s e d ®
A u t h e n t i c  r e a l i t y ,  B e i n g  i t s e l f ,  m u s t  b e  
e x p e r i e n c e d  d i r e c t l y  b y  e v e r y  i n d i v i d u a l ;  
t h e  p h i l o s o p h e r  c a n  o n l y  a t t e m p t  t o  a s s i s t  
o t h e r s  i n  a t t a i n i n g  t h e i r  o w n  e x p e r i e n c e  o f  
B e i n g .  ( 7 8 )
T h u s ,  t h e  p e r t i n e n t  q u e s t i o n  i s  n o w  s e e n  t o  b e ,  h o w  
c a n  p h i l o s o p h i z i n g  c o m m u n i c a t e  t h e  a w a r e n e s s  o f  T r a n s c e n d e n c e  
a n d  t h e r e b y  h e l p  t o  c o n s u m m a t e  a n d  s h a r e  i t s  f a i t h ?  T o  s e e  
J a s p e r s *  a n s w e r  t o  t h i s  q u e s t i o n  l e t  u s  r e f e r  t o  t w o  
p r e v i o u s l y  m a d e  p o i n t s .  F i r s t ,  p h i l o s o p h i z i n g  i s  n o t  s i m p l y  
s p e c u l a t i o n ,  i t  i s  r e a s o n i n g  o u t  o f  E x i s t e n z *  T h i s  m e a n s  
t h a t  P h i l o s o p h y  c a n  c l a r i f y  o n e *  s  o w n  a w a r e n e s s  o f  T r a n s c e n d ­
e n c e  t h e r e b y  h e l p i n g  t o  c o n s u m m a t e  a n d  s t r e n g t h e n  o n e *  s  o w n  
f a i t h .
( 7 7 )  I b i d . ,  p p . l O S f ,
( 7 8 )  L a t z e l ,  o p . c i t . ,  p . 1 8 0
*" 123 "
11  p h i l o s o p h i e  f a i t h  h a s  t h e  i n n e r  a c t  f o r  
i t s  e x i s t e n t i a l  a x i s ,  t h e n  t h e  i d e a s  o f  a  
p h i l o s o p h i c a l  c l a r i f i c a t i o n  c a n  h e l p  t o  
c o n s n m m a t e  s u c h  f a i t h ®  ( 7 9 )
S e c o n d l y ,  J a s p e r s *  p h i l o s o p h i z i n g  h a s  a s  i t s  a i m  t h e  i l l u m ­
i n a t i o n  o f  E x i s t e n z  w h i c h  s h o w s  i t s  p o s s i b i l i t i e s ,  o n e  o f  
w h i c h  i s  t h e  p o s s i b i l i t y  o f  p h i l o s o p h i c  f a i t h ;  a n d ,  s i n c e
J a s p e r s  c a l l s  o n  h i s  r e a d e r s  t o  b e c o m e  t h e m s e l v e s  b y  d i s -
( 8 0 )
c l o s i n g  v d i a t  i s  p o s s i b l e  f o r  E x i s t e n z e n ,  h i s  p h i l o s o p h i z e  
i n g  m a y  h a v e  a n  a w a k e n i n g  p o w e r *
T h i s  p h i l o z o p h i z i n g  w i l l  h a v e  m u c h  m o r e  f o r c e  
t o  t h e  d e g r e e  t h a t  i t  c a n  e x p r e s s  i t s  t r u t h  
p u r e l y  a n d  f o r m a l l y ®  T h r o u g h  t h i s  i t  a c q u i r e s  
a n  a w a k e n i n g  p o w e r ,  s i n c e  i t  r e m a i n s  o p e n  f o r  
a c h i e v e m e n t  b y  n e w  m e n  i n  t h e i r  h i s t o r i c i t y ,  
b u t  n o t  a  b e s t o w i n g  p o w e r  w h i c h  r a t h e r  w o u l d  
o n l y  b e  d e c e p t i o n »  ( 8 1 )
T h u s ,  t h e  t a s k  o f  c o m m u n i c a t i o n  i s  s e e n  t o  b e  t h e  t a s k  o f  
p h i l o s o p h i z i n g
T h e  p u r p o s e  a n d  t h e r e f o r e  t h e  m e a n i n g  o f  a  
p h i l o s o p h i c a l  i d e a  i s  n o t  t h e  c o g n i t i o n  o f  a n  
o b j e c t ,  b u t  r a t h e r  a n  a l t e r a t i o n  o f  o u r  c o n ­
s c i o u s n e s s  o f  B e i n g  a n d  o f  o u r  i n n e r  a t t i t u d e  
t  o w a r d  t h i n g s . ( 8 2 )
T h i s  m e t h o d  o f  i n d i r e c t  c o m m u n i c a t i o n  b y  p h i l o s o p h i z i n g  
h a s  a t  l e a s t  t w o  s a l u t o r y  f e a t u r e s *  F i r s t ,  i t  i s  f a i t h f u l  
t o  b o t h  T r a n s c e n d e n c e  a n d  E x i s t e n z *  I n  t h i s  p r e s e n t a t i o n
( 7 9 )  J a s p e r s , R e a s o n  a n d  E x i s t e n z ,  p . 1 4 2 .
( 8 0 )  h i s  ( J a s p e r s ' )  p h i l o s o p h y  i s  e x i s t e n t i a l ,  t h a t  i s  t o  
s a y ,  a n  i n v i t a t i o n  t o  e x p e r i e n c e  a n d  a  c l u e  t o  e x p e r i e n c e ,  n o t  
a  d e s c r i p t i o n  o f  B e i n g . "  B l a c k h a m ,  o p . c i t . ,  p . 6 3
(8 1 )  J a s p e r s ,  R e a s .o a .^ â Æ A â Ê m S .»  P P . 1 4 S f .
( 8 2 )  I b i d . ,  p .
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T r a n s c e n d e n c e  i s  n o t  p o s s e s s e d  a n d  i m p r i s o n e d  n o r  i s  
E x i s t e n z  d e p r i v e d  o f  i t s  o w n  f o u n d e r i n g ,  i t s  f r e e d o m ,  o r  i t s  
o w n  a w a r e n e s s  o f  B e i n g .  S e c o n d l y ,  J a s p e r s *  p h i l o s o p h i z i n g  
a l l o w s  t h e  r e a l i t y  o f  T r a n s c e n d e n c e  i t s e l f ,  r a t h e r  t h a n  a n y  
s y s t e m  o r  c o n c e p t  o f  T r a n s c e n d e n c e ,  t o  a l t e r  o n e  * s  a t t i t u d e  
t o w a r d  t h i n g s .
I t  i s  o n e  o f  t h e  u l t e r i o r  m o t i v e s  o f  J a s p e r s *  
s y s t e m  t o  m a k e  T r a n s c e n d e n c e  a n d  n o t  m e r e l y  
t h e  e v e r c h a n g i n g  r e s u l t s  o f  t h e  p r o c e s s  o f  
t h i n l c i n g  a b o u t  T r a n s c e n d e n c e  p r e v a i l  i n  h u m a n  
e x p e r i e n c e .  ( 8 3 )
F r i t z  K a u f m a n n  h a s  c r i t i c i z e d  J a s p e r s  c o n c e p t  o f  t h e
E n c o m p a s s i n g  a s  b e i n g  s o  i m p e r s o n a l  a s  t o  p r o h i b i t  a n y
c o m m u n i c a t i o n  s u c h  a s  e x i s t s  b e t w e e n  t h e  c o v e n a n t i n g  G o d
( 8 4 )
a n d  H i s  p e o p l e .  H e  r i g h t l y  s e e s  t h a t  a c c o r d i n g  t o  J a s p e r s
( 8 5 )
' T r a n s c e n d e n c e *  d o e s  n o t  b e l o n g  t o  G o d  b u t  t h a t  i t  is^^ G o d .
T o  J a s p e r s ,  e v e n  t h e  s u b l i m e  t a u t o l o g y  o f  t h e  
E h e y e  a s  h e r  E h e y e ,  t h e  S u m  q u i  S u m  ( I  a m  t h a t  
I  a m ” ) i s ,  i n  t h e  u s e  o f  t h e  f i r s t  p e r s o n ,  a s  
i n a d e q u a t e  a n  e x p r e s s i o n  o f  t h e  A l l - E n c o m p a s s i n g  
a s  i s  t h e  E s t  q u o d  E s t  ( t h e  B e i n g  q u a  B e i n g )
I 'l i i r i v ’t .-r rn A  JTAtn'ifr'i» t»rîcf ^
i n  t h e  G r e e k  t r a d i t i o n  f r o m  B a r m i n i d e s  t o  
P l o t i n u s .  T h e  c a t e g o r i e s  c r e e p  i n t o  t h i s  
f i n a l  t a u t o l o g y ,  w h e t h e r  i t  i s  p r o n o u n c e d  i n  t h e  
m o d e  o f  b e i n g  a s  a n  o b j e c t  ( " i t " )  o r  i n  t h a t  o f  
a  s u b j e c t  ( " l " ) .  ( i l l , 6 7 ) . , . .  G o d  i s  B e i n g  
i t s e l f  ( i p s u m  e s s e )  ( 8 6 )
( 8 3 )  L i c h t i g e l d ,  A , ,  " T h e  G o d - G o n e e p t  I n  J a s p e r s *  P h i l o s o p h y "  
i n  T h e  P h i l o s o p h y  o f  K a r l  J a s p e r s ,  p . 6 9 9 .
( 8 4 )  K a u f m a n n ,  F r i t z ,  " K a r l  J a s p e r s  A n d  A  P h i l o s o p h y  o f  
C o m m u n i c a t i o n "  i n  T h e  P h i l s o p h y  o f  K a r l  J a s p e r s ,  p . 2 6 3
I b i d . ,  p . 2 7 2  
I b i d . ,  p p # 2 2 2 f .  ,
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J a s p e r s *  r e p l y  m a k e s  i t  c l e a r  t h a t  K a u f m a n n  h a s  r e a d
h i m  c o r r e c t l y ,  ' P e r s o n a l *  i s  n o t  a  n o n - c y p h e r  a s s e r t i o n
a b o u t  t h e  E n c o m p a s s i n g .  I f  K a u f m a n n  t h i n l c s  t h a t  t o  c a l l
' p e r s o n a l *  a  c y p h e r  o f  T r a n s c e n d e n c e  o r  o f  G o d  i s  s a y i n g  t o o
l i t t l e ,  t h e n  i t  i s  b e c a u s e  h e  h a s  a  d i f f e r e n t  c o n c e p t i o n  o f
G o d  f r o m  J a s p e r s .  A c c o r d i n g  t o  J a s p e r s ,  T r a n s c e n d e n c e  i s  t h e
r e a l i t y  n o t  t h e  a p p e a r a n c e  o f  t h i s  r e a l i t y  n o r  e v e n  t h e
f a c t  t h a t  i t  d o e s  a p p e a r ®  J a s p e r s  c a n  a g r e e  t h a t  T r a n s c e n d e n c e
i s  p e r s o n a l  i n  t h a t  i t  a p p e a r s  t o  m e n  a n d  t h r o u g h  m e n ,  b u t
t o  s a y  t h a t  * p e r s o n a l  * i s  o f  t h e  e s s e n c e  o f  G o d ,  t o  s a y  t h a t
i t  i s  m o r e  t h a n  a  c y p h e r ,  w o u l d  b e  t o  d e n y  w h a t  i s  e s s e n t i a l
t o  t h e  c o n c e p t  o f  t h e  E n c o m p a s s i n g ,  v i z »  t h a t  t h e  E n c o m p a s s i n g
( 8 7 )
i s  n e i t h e r  o b i e c t  n o r  s u b j e c t »
R e a l i t y  i s  n e i t h e r  o b j e c t  n o r  s u b j e c t  b u t  t h a t  
w h i c h  e n c o m p a s s e s  b o t h  » » » *  ( 8 8 )
I n  t h i s  p a p e r  w e  h a v e  u s e d  t h e  t e r m s  T r a n s c e n d e n c e ,  
E n c o m p a s s i n g ,  a n d  G o d  i n t e r c h a n g a b l y ®  T h i s  n e e d  n o t  c a u s e  
c o n f u s i o n  o r  a m b i g u i t y ,  f o r  w h e n  w e  n o t e  t h e  c o n t e x t  o f  e a c h  
t e r m  u s e d  w e  s e e  t h a t  a l l  t h r e e  t e r m s  r e f e r  t o  t h e  s a m e  
r e a l i t y ,  v i z .  B e i n g  i n  i t s e l f  w h i c h  i s  n e i t h e r  o b j e c t  n o r  
s u b j e c t  b u t  w h i c h  i n c l u d e s  ( e n c o m p a s s e s  o r  t r a n s c e n d s )  b o t h ®  
H o w e v e r ,  t h e r e  i s  a m b i g u i t y  p r e s e n t  i n  o u r  u s e  o f  t h e  t e r m s
( 8 7 )  J a s p e r s ,  " R e p l y  t o  M y  C r i t i c s ,  p p . 7 8 5 - 7 9 0 .
( 8 8 ) I b i d . ,  p . 7 9 0 .
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" T r a n s c e n d e n c e "  a n d  " t h e  E n c o m p a s s i n g " ,  b u t  w e  w o u l d
c o n t e n d  t h a t  t h i s  a m b i g u i t y  b e l o n g s  i n i t i a l l y  t o  J a s p e r s *
p r e s e n t a t i o n  a n d  o n l y  s e c o n d a r i l y  t o  o u r  t r e a t m e n t  o f  h i s
p o s i t i o n .  W e  t h o u g h t  i t  w i s e r  t o  p r e s e n t  J a s p e r s *  p o s i t i o n
b e f o r e  i n v e s t i g a t i n g  a n y  s u s p e c t e d  c o n f u s i o n ,  b u t  n o w  w e
m u s t  c o n s i d e r  t h i s  m a t t e r  i n  o r d e r  t o  c l a r i f y  t h e  c o n c e p t
o f  T r a n s c e n d e n c e ,
K n a u s s  p o i n t s  o u t  t h i s  a m b i g u i t y  i n  a  v e r y  c o n d e n s e d  b u t
p e r t i n e n t  p a r a g r a p h  i n  h i s  c r i t i q u e  o f  J a s p e r s *  p r e s e n t a t i o n
( 8 9 )  .
o f  t h e  i d e a  o f  t h e  E n c o m p a s s i n g »  B a s i c a l l y ,  t w o  p o i n t s  
a r e  t r e a t e d .  F i r s t ,  J a s p e r s  s p e a k s  o f  t h e  ' E n c o m p a s s i n g  
t h a t  1  a m '  a n d  o f  t h e  ' E n c o m p a s s i n g  t h a t  I  a m  n o t ' ,  a n d  o f  
t h e  T r a n s c e n d e n c e  o f  m y  e m p i r i c a l  s e l f  ( a s  e x i s t e n c e ,  c o n ­
s c i o u s n e s s  - a s  - s u c h ,  a n d  s p i r i t )  a n d  t h e  T r a n s c e n d e n c e  o f  t h e  
w o r l d o  N o w ,  t h i s  u s e  o f  t h e  s a m e  t e r m  i n  t w o  d i f f e r e n t  w a y s  
n e e d  n o t  b e  u n d u l y  c o n f u s i n g ,  f o r  t h e y  m a y  b e  s e e n  s i m p l y  a n d  
c l e a r l y  a s  T r a n s c e n d e n c e  a r r i v e d  a t  b y  t h e  t r a n s c e n d i n g  o f  
t w o  d i f f e r e n t  m o d e s ,  v i z ®  m y s e l f  a n d  t h e  w o r l d .  T h u s ,  t h e r e  
n e e d  n o t  b e  a n y  q u e s t i o n  a s  t o  w h e t h e r  t h e r e  a r e  t w o  
T r a n s c e n d e n c e s  o r  t w o  E n c o m p a s s i n g s *  J a s p e r s  s i m p l y  s p e a k s  
o f  t w o  b a s i c  m o d e s  t h r o u g h  w h i c h  o n e  m a y  b e c o m e  a w a r e  o f  
t h e  o n e  T r a n s c e n d e n c e ®  H o w e v e r , t h e  s e c o n d  p o i n t  e m e r g e s  
w h e n  w e  n o t e  t h a t  J a s p e r s  c a l l s  t h e  * E n c o m p a s s i n g  t h a t  I  am.* 
E x i s t  e n z ,  f o r  w e  m u s t  a s k ,  i f  o u r  s i m p l e  e x n l a n a t i o n s  o f  t w o  
m o d e s  m e d i a t i n g  t h e  o n e  T r a n s c e n d e n c e  i s  a c c e p t e d  t h e n  i s
( 8 9 )  K n a u s s ,  op® c i t  « , p . 1 7 2 .
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n o t  T r a n s c e n d e n c e  a n d  E x i s t e n z  i d e n t i c a l ?  I s  t h e  E n c o m p a s s -
i n g  o f  t h e  w o r l d ,  i . e .  T r a n s c e n d e n c e ,  t h e  s a m e  a s  t h e  
E n c o m p a s s i n g  o f  m y s e l f ,  i . e *  E x i s t e n z  o r  a r e  t h e r e  t w o  
E n c o m p a s s i n g s ?  E i t h e r  s o l u t i o n  w o u l d  a p p e a r  t o  w e a k e n  t h e  
c o n c e p t  o f  T r a n s c e n d e n c e *  T w o  T r a n s c e n d e n c e s  w o u l d  h e  a  
l o g i c a l  i m p o s s i b i l i t y ,  a n d  y e t  t o  s a y  t h a t  T r a n s c e n d e n c e  i s  
n o  m o r e  t h a n  E x i s t e n z  c o n f i n e s  T r a n s c e n d e n c e  t o  t h e  
l e v e l  o f  h u m a n  p o s s i b i l i t i e s  a n d  p o t e n t i a l i t i e s *  F u r t h e r  
c o n f u s i o n  a r i s e s  w h e n  w e  r e c a l l  t h a t  J a s p e r s  s a y s  t h a t  
E x i s t e n z  i t s e l f  i s  g r o u n d e d  u p o n  T r a n s c e n d e n c e  a n d  k n o w s  
i t s e l f  t o  b e  ' g i v e n '  ( n o t  o n l y  a s  e x i s t e n c e  b u t  a s  f r e e d o m )  
b y  T r a n s c e n d e n c e *
I t  ( E x i s t e n z ) p r o v e s  i t s  p o t e n t i a l i t y  o n l y  i f  
i t  I c n o w s  i t s e l f  g r o u n d e d  i n  T r a n s c e n d e n c e *  I t  
l o s e s  i t s  o p e n n e s s  f o r  i t s  o w n  b e c o m i n g  i f  i t  
t a k e s  i t s e l f  f o r  a u t h e n t i c  B e i n g . ( I l l ,  4 . ) ( 9 0 )
T h u s -  t h e  a m b i g u i t y  c o m e s  t o  t h i s  E x i s t e n z  i s  c a l l e d  
T r a n s  c e n d e n c e  9 a n d  y e t ,  a t  t h e  s a m e  t i m e .  E x i s t  e n z  i s  d i s  t i n -  
g n i s h e d  f r o m  T r a n s c e n d e n c e *  W e  h a v e  n o t e d  a l r e a d y  t h a t  
J a s p e r s  f o l l o w s  t h e  K a n t i a n  d i s t i n c t i o n  b e t w e e n  a p p e a r a n c e  
a n d  t h e  t h i n g - i n - i t s e l f , a n d  a  c o n s i s t e n t  f o l l o w i n g  o f  t h i s  
d i s t i n c t i o n  a s  r e g a r d s  p h e n o m e n a l i t y  a n d  T r a n s c e n d e n c e  r e v e a l s  
t h e  s a m e  a m b i g u i t y .  F o l l o w i n g  t h e  K a n t i a n  s c h e m e ,  w e  c a n  
u n d e r s t a n d  h o w  T r a n s c e n d e n c e  l i e s  b e h i n d  t h e  a p p e a r a n c e  o f  
t h e  w o r l d *  B u t  w h a t  l i e s  b e h i n d  o n e ' s  e m p i r i c a l  e x i s t e n c e ?
( 9 0 )  T h y s s e n ,  o p . c i t . ,  p . 3 0 7 .
128 “
O b v i o u s l y  E x i s t e n z *  B u t  E x i s t e n z  i s  i t s e l f  g r o u n d e d  u p o n  
a n d  g i v e n  b y  T r a n s c e n d e n c e , i .  e ,  b e h i n d  E x i s t  e n z  l i e s  
T r a n s c e n d e n c e *  E n a u s s  r i g h t l y  p o i n t s  o u t  t h a t  i n  t h i s  s c h e m e  
t h e  w o r l d  a p p e a r s  t w i c e ,  o n c e  a s  w o r l d  ( d a s e i n )  i . e .  
e m p i r i c a l  e x i s t e n c e ,  e t c . ,  a n d  a g a i n  a s  E x i s t e n z .  T r a n s c e n d -  
e n c e  a p p e a r s  a s  t h e  t h i n g - i n - i t s e l f  o f  t h e  a p p e a r a n c e  o f  
E x i s t e n z  w h i l e  E x i s t e n z  i t s e l f  a p p e a r s  a s  t h e  t h i n g - i n - i t s e l f  
o f  t h e  a p p e a r a n c e  o f  e m p i r i c a l  e x i s t e n c e ,  e t c .  T h u s ,  t h e  
c r i t i c a l  q u e s t i o n  t h a t  c o n c e r n s  u s  h e r e  i s  o f  t h e  r e a l t i o n  o f  
E x i s t e n z  a n d  T r a n s c e n d e n c e .  T h e r e  w o u l d  a p p e a r  t o  b e  f o u r  
p o s s i b l e  r e l a t i o n s  b e t w e e n  t h e s e  t w o  c o n c e p t s .
( 1 ) I d e n t i t y .  E x i s t e n z  i s  t h e  s a m e  a s  T r a n s c e n d e n c e ®
I n d e e d ,  p a s s a g e s  c a n  b e  f o u n d  w h e r e  J a s p e r s  d o e s  s e e m  t o  
i d e n t i f y  t h e  t w o .
T h e  C o m p r e h e n s i v e  i s  e i t h e r  t h e  B e i n g  i n  i t s e l f  
t h a t  s u r r o u n d s  u s  o r  t h e  B e i n g  r h a t  w e  a r e *  ( 9 1 )
R e a s o n  i s  t h e  C o m p r e h e n s i v e  i n  u s  . , » «  ( 9 2 )
H o w e v e r ,  t h e  s u r e s t  i o n  o f  i d e n t i f y i n g  E x i s t  e n z  a n d  
T r a n s c e n d e n c e  o c c u r s  w h e r e  J a s p e r s  i s  l e a s t  c l e a r ,  a n d  h i s  
c l e a r e s t  t r e a t m e n t  d o e s  s h o w  t h a t  E x i s t e n z  i s  d e p e n d e n t  
u p o n  T r a n s c e n d e n c e .  F u r t h e r ,  a l m o s t  a l l  o f  J a s p e r s '
( 9 1 )  J a s p e r s ,  T h e  P e r e n n i a l  S c o p e  o f  P h i l o s o p h y ,  p . 1 7 .
( 9 2 )  I b i d . ,  p . 4 7 .
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i n t e r p r e t e r s  r e j e c t  t h e  a n s w e r  o f  i d e n t i t y  a n d  J a s p e r s  
h i m s e l f  s a y s ,  " B e c a u s e  w e  c a n n o t  i n  a n y  s e n s e  d e r i v e  t h e  
w o r l d  f r o m  E x i s t e n z ,  E x i s t e n z  c a n n o t  h e  a l l  t h e r e  i s  o f
(94)
B e i n g ,  B e i n g  a s  s u c h . "  ( 1 ,  2 6 . )
( 2 )  D u a l i t y .  E x i s t e n c e  i s  a n  E n c o m p a s s i n g  b e s i d e  t h e  
E n c o m p a s s i n g  t h a t  e n c o m p a s s e s  t h e  w o r l d .  T h i s  w o u l d  s e e m  
t o  b e  t h e  c o r r e c t  s o l u t i o n  i f  o n e  p u r s u e d  t h e  K a n t i a n  
s e p a r a t i o n  o f  a p p e a r a n c e  a n d  t h e  t h i n g - i n - i t s e l f , b u t  j u s t  
a t  t h i s  p o i n t ,  J a s p e r s  d o e s  n o t  s e e m  t o  m e n t i o n  t h i s  d i s ­
t i n c t i o n .  F u r t h e r m o r e ,  t h e  n o t i o n  o f  t w o  E n c o m p a s s i n g s  i s  
p r o h i b i t e d  b y  t h e  n a t u r e  o f  t h e  E n c o m p a s s i n g  w h i c h  m u s t  b e  
t h e  O n e  t h a t  i s  A l l .
( 3 )  T h e  t h i r d  p o s s i b l e  a n s w e r  i s  t h a t  t h e  E n c o m p a s s i n g  
o f  m y s e l f ,  E x i s t  e n z ,  i s  a n a l o g o u s  t o  t h e  E n c o m p a s s i n g  o f  t h e  
w o r l d ,  T r a n s c e n d e n c e .  H .  R .  W a r d l a w  h a s  a s k e d  i f  t h i s  i s  not  
t h e  r e l a t i o n  b e t w e e n  t h e  t w o  n o t i o n s ,  a n d  B l a c k h a m  h a s  a  v e i l e d  
a l l u s i o n  w h i c h  s e e m s  t o  r e p l y  t o  s u c h  a  q u e s t i o n  i n  t h e
a f  f i r m a t  i v  e  «
T h e  c i p h e r  p a r  e x c e l l e n c e  i s  p e r s o n a l  e x i s t e n c e ,  
f o r  h e r e  i n  m y  f i n i t e  s e l f - d e t e r m i n a t i o n  i n  
i n d i v i d u a l  c h o i c e  a n d  d e c i s i o n . i s  t h e  c o n j u n c t i o n  
o f  n a t u r e  a n d  h i s t o r y  i n  a  m i c r o c o s m .  M y  l i b e r t y  
r e a l i z e d  i n  m y  l i f e  i n  t h e  w o r l d  i s  t h e  f o r m u l a  
b y  w h i c h  1  r e a d  f r o m  w i t h i n  T r a n s c e n d e n c e  i n  t h e  
w o r l d ®  ( i t a l i c s  m i n e ) ( 9 5 )
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A g a i n ,  R i  c o e u r  m a k e s  a n  i n t e r p r e t a t i o n  w h i c h  i s  n o t  i n c o m p a t ­
i b l e  w i t h  s u c h  a  r e a d i n g .
T h u s ,  E x i s t  e n z  i s  o n l y  t h e  p l a c e  f r o m  w h i c h  
o n e  r e a d s  t h e  m a n u s c r i p t ,  f r o m  w h i c h  o n e  
d e c i p h e r s  t h e  l a n g u a g e  w h i c h  J a s p e r s  c a l l s  
" c i p h e r s " .  ( 9 6 ) .
( 4 )  T h e  f o u r t h  a n s w e r  s e e s  E x i s t e n z  a s  a  c y p h e r  o f  
T r a n s c e n d e n c e .  H e r e  T r a n s c e n d e n c e  e n c o m p a s s e s  t h e  e n c o m p a s s ­
i n g  t h a t  I  a m ,  a n d  t h i s  t r a n s c e n d e n c e  t h a t  1  a m  ( E x i s t e n z )  
i s  i t s e l f  a  m o d e  t h r o u g h  w h i c h  o n e  b e c o m e s  a w a r e  o f  
T r a n s  c e n d e n c e .
B u t  i n q u i r y  i n t o  B e i n g  d o e s  n o t  s t o p  e v e n  w i t h  
t h e  r e t u r n  t o  t h e  b a s i s  o f  o u r  o \ m  E x i s t e n z *
T h e  E n c o m p a s s i n g  w h i c h  1  a m  a n d  w h i c h  I  k n o w  
a s  e x i s t e n c e ,  a s  c o n s c i o u s n e s s - a s - s u c h ,  a n d  a s  
s p i r i t ,  c a n n o t  b e  u n d e r s t o o d  o u t  o f  i t s e l f  b u t  
p o i n t s  t o  s o m e t h i n g  e l s e .  T h e  E n c o m p a s s i n g  t h a t  
w e  a r e  i s  n o t  y e t  B e i n g  i t s e l f ,  b u t  a p p e a r a n c e  
i n  t h e  E n c o m p a s s i n g  o f  B e i n g .  ( 9 7 )
T h i s  f o u r t h  a n s w e r  s e e m s  t o  u s  t o  b e  t r u e s t  t o  J a s p e r s '  
p o s i t i o n  w h i c h  r e f u s e s  t o  i d e n t i f y  E x i s t e n z  a n d  T r a n s c e n d e n c e , 
a n d  w h i c h  a s s e r t s  t h a t ,  a t  i t s  d e e p e s t .  E x i s t e n z  k n o w s  i t s e l f  
t o  b e  f o u n d e d  u p o n  T r a n s c e n d e n c e .  ( H o w e v e r ,  i t  w i l l  b e  s e e n  
t h a t  t h i s  f o u r t h  a n s w e r  d o e s  n o t  e x c l u d e  o r  d e n y  o u r  t h i r d  
p o s s i b l e  a n s w e r ) .  A c c e p t i n g  t h i s  f o u r t h  s u g g e s t i o n  a l l o w s  
u s  t o  s a y  w i t h  T h y s s e n , " . . .  t h e  r e l a t i o n s h i p  b e t w e e n  E x i s t  e n z
( 9 6 )  R i c o e u r , o p . c i t . ,  p . 6 2 0 ,
( 9 7 )  K n a u s s ,  o p . c i t . ,  p . 1 5 5 *
«  i s l ­
a n d  T r a n s c e n d e n c e  i s  t w o f o l d  : ( 1 )  t h e  i m m e d i a t e  e x p e r i e n c e
o f  c o n t a c t  w i t h  T r a n s c e n d e n c e  a n d  ( 2 )  t h e  ' l a n g u a g e '  o f
( 9 8 )
T r a n s c e n d e n c e ,  t h e  c i p h e r s " .
S t i l l ,  w e  m u s t  m a k e  q u i t e  s u r e  t o  s a y  t h a t  E x i s t e n z  i s  
o n l y  a  m o d  e  ( a l t  h o u g h  i t  m a y  b e  t h e  m o d e  p a r  e x c e l l e n c e  a n d  
a l t h o u g h  i t  m a y  p r o v i d e  t h e  ' c l u e ' ,  t h a t  a i d s  o u r  c y p h e r -  
r e a d i n g )  i n  w h i  c h  B e i n g  m a y  b e c o m e  p r e s e n t  t o  u s .  E x i s t e n z  
s h a r e s  i n  c o m m o n  w i t h  a l l  o t h e r  c y p h e r s  t h e  i n a b i l i t y  t o  
p r o v e  T r a n s c e n d e n c e ;  n o r  i s  i t ,  a n y  m o r e  t h a n  o t h e r  m o d e s ,  
a  ' k i n d '  o f  t h e  ' g e n u s  o f  B e i n g *  b y  w h i  c h  o n e  c a n  k n o w ,  s p e a k  
o f ,  o r  a r r i v e  a t  B e i n g  i n  i t s e l f .  W h a t  J a s p e r s  s a y s  c o n c e r n ­
i n g  t h e  n e c e s s i t y  o f  t r a n s c e n d i n g  t h o u g h t  a p p l i e s  t o  E x i s t e n z  
n o  l e s s  t h a n  t o  o t h e r  c y p h e r s .  I n  h i s  r e p l y  t o  t h e  c r i t i q u e  
o f  h i s  c o n c e p t  o f  t h e  E n c o m p a s s i n g ,  h e  p o i n t s  o u t ;
T h e  E n c o m p a s s i n g  i s  p r e s e n t  i n  t h e  o b j e c t ,  
i n  t h e  s u b j e c t  a n d  i n  t h e i r  m u t a i  r e l a t i o n s . ( 9 9 )
T h e  E n c o m p a s s i n g  c a n  n o t  b e  a  g e n e r i c  c o n c e p t ,  
w h o s e  k i n d s  a r e  t h e  s e v e n  m o d e s  o f  t h e  E n c o m p a s s ­
i n g *  W e  m u s t  n o t  l e t  t h i s  u n a v o i d a b l e  w a y  o f  
s p e a k i n g  d e c e i v e  u s .  ( 1 0 0 )
T h i s  r a t h e r  l o n g  e x c u r s o n  i n t o  t h e  r e l a t i o n  o f  E x i s t  e n z  
a n d  T r a n s c e n d e n c e  w a s  o c c a s i o n e d  n o t  b y  a n y  d i s a g r e e m e n t  w i t h  
J a s p e r s '  c o n c e p t  o f  T r a n s c e n d e n c e ,  b u t  r a t h e r  b y  a  d e s i r e
( 9 8 )  T h y s s e n ,  o p . c i t . ,  p . 3 3 2
( 9 9 )  J a s p e r s ,  " R e p l y  t o  M y  C r i t i c s " ,  p . 7 9 1
( 1 0 0 ) I b i d . ,  p . 8 0 1 .
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t o  p r e s e n t  i t  i n  i t s  p u r i t y ,  i . e .  t o  s h o w  t h a t  J a s p e r s  
r e f u s e s  t o  i d e n t i f y  T r a n s c e n d e n c e  w i t h  E x i s t e n z  n o  l e s s  t h a n  
w i t h  c y p h e r s  w h i c h  a r e  p u r e l y  s e n s u o u s  e n t i t i e s .  O u r  o n l y  
c r i t i c i s m  i n  t h i s  r e s p e c t  w o u l d  h e  t o  e c h o  t h a t  o f  K n a u s s  
a g a i n s t  t h e  s y s t e m a t i c  r e p r e s e n t a t i o n  w h i c h  J a s p e r s  g i v e s  
h i s  c o n c e p t  o f  E n c o m p a s s i n g ®  A t  t h e  s a m e  t i m e ,  w e  c a n  
a p p r e c i a t e  J a s p e r s  ' p u r p o s e  i n  e m p l o y i n g  t h i s  s y s t e m  o f  
p r e s e n t a t i o n ;  f o r  h o w e v e r  c o n f u s i n g  t h e  u s e  o f  t h e  s a m e  t e r m  
m a y  h e  f o r  d i f f e r e n t  '  l e v e l s  ' o f  t r a n s c e n d i n g ,  t h i s  u s e  d o e s  
s e r v e  t o  s h o w  t h a t  o n l y  E x i s t  e n z  w h i c h  t r a n s c e n d s  e m p i r i c a l  
e x i s t e n c e  i s  a b l e  t o  b e c o m e  a w a r e  o f  t h e  T r a n s c e n d e n c e  w h i c h  
e n c o m p a s s e s  b o t h  t h e  w o r l d  a n d  E x i s t  e n z e n ®  M o r e o v e r ,  o u r  
i n t e r p r e t a t i o n  o f  T r a n s c e n d e n c e  a n d  i t s  r e l a t i o n  t o  t h e  
w o r l d  a n d  t o  E x i s t e n z e n  s e e m s  t o  b e  s u p p o r t e d  b y  J a s p e r s '  
l a t e r  a n d  m o r e  s y s t e m a t i c  w o r k , V o n  d e r  W a h r h e i t *  T h e r e  
J a s p e r s  r e f e r s  t o  E x i s t  e n z  a s  a  t r a n s c e n d i n g  a s p e c t  a n d
( 101 )
f u r t h e r  s p e a k s  o f  t h e  " T r a n s c e n d . e n t  o f  t h e  T r a n s c e n d e n t " ^
B A R T H
I n  h i s  t r e a t m e n t  o f  t h e  ' P h e n o m e n o n  o f  t h e  H u m a n ' ,
K a r l  B a r t h  d e a l s  w i t h  J a s p e r s '  a n a l y s e s  o f  E x i s t e n z *  B a r t h
p r a i s e s  t h e s e  a n a l y s e s  a n d  c o n s i d e r s  t h a t  n o  s t u d y  o f  m a n  
w h i c h  f a i l s  t o  t a k e  a c c o u n t  o f  t h i s  w o r k  c a n  c l a i m  t o  b e  a n  
a d e q u a t e  t r e a t m e n t . I n d e e d ,  f r o m  t h e  f o l l o w i n g  p a r a g r a p h
( 1 0 1 )  T h y s s e n ,  o p . c i t , ,  p . 3 0 4  f o o t n o t e  1 8 .
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w e  m a y  s e e  t h a t  B a r t h  h i m s e l f  m a k e s  u s e  o f  J a s p e r s '  i n v e s t i g ­
a t i o n s  »
T h u s ,  w h e n  h u m a n  e x i s t e n c e  b e c o m e s  u n a v o i d ­
a b l e  a n d  i n e x p l i c a b l e  a n d  t o t a l l y  q u e s t i o n ­
a b l e ,  i t  a c q u i r e s  v a l u e  a s  a  q u e s t i o n  w h i c h  
i s  w o r t h  p u t t i n g  a n d  w h i c h ,  w i t h o u t  c e a s i n g  
t o  b e  a  q u e s t i o n ,  i m p l i e s  a n  a n s w e r ,  p r o v i d e d  
t h a t  t h e r e  i s  u n c o n d i t i o n a l  t r u s t .  I n  i t  t h e  
t r a n s c e n d e n t  o t h e r  c o m e s  t o  m a n *  T o  b e  s u r e ,  
i t  w i l l  g o  a g a i n .  I t  c a n  n e v e r  b e  o b j e c t i f i e d  
a n d  d e f i n e d .  B u t  i t  w i l l  n o t  f a i l  t o  g r e e t  
m a n ,  t o  s e t  i t s  m a r k  u p o n  h i m ,  t o  m a k e  h i s  s e l f -  
c o n s c i o u s n e s s ,  w h i c h  i n  i t s e l f  c a n  o n l y  b e  h i s  
s e R - q u e s t i o n i n g ,  a  c y p h e r  o r  s y m b o l  o f  i t s e l f  
a n d  t h e r e f o r e  o f  t h e  m a n  h e  s e e k s ,  ( l )
l y .
H o w e v e r ,  B a r t h  d o e s  n o t  a c c e p t  J a s p e r s *  p o s i t i o n  e n t i r e -
B u t  w e  c a n n o t  s a y  m o r e  o f  t h e  a n t h r o p o l o g y  o f  t h i s  
( J a s p e r s ' )  p h i l o s o p h y  t h a n  t h a t  i t  h a s  s e e n  a  
p h e n o m e n o n  o f  t h e  h u m a n  * W e  c a n n o t  s a y  t h a t  i t  
h a s  s h o w n  u s  r e a l  m a n  * ( 8  )
F u r t h e r ,  B a r t h  c r i t i c i z e s  J a s p e r s '  p h i l o s o p h y  o n
s e v e r a l  p o i n t s ,  a n d  w e  n o w  t u r n  t o  c o n s i d e r  t h e s e  p o i n t s ®
F i r s t ,  B a r t h  p o i n t s  o u t  t h a t  n o t  e v e r y o n e  w h o  i s  i n v o l v e d  i n
g u i l t ,  s u f f e r i n g ,  c o n f l i c t  o r  d e a t h  e n c o u n t e r s  t h e  t r a n s c e n d e n t  «
O n  t h e  c o n t r a r y ,  m a n y  p e o p l e  p a s s e d  t l i r o u g h  t e r r i b l e
s i t u a t i o n s  i n  W o r l d  W a r s  I  a n d  I I  c o m p l e t e l y  u n s c a t h e d *
( l j  B a r t h ,  K a r l ,  C h u r c h  D o g m a t i c s  ^ I I I  ' T h e  D o c t r i n e  o f  
C r e a t i o n '  , B a r t  S . ,  p * 1 1 2  
( s i  I b i d . ,  p . 1 1 3
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H u m a n i t y  i s  t o u g h *  I t  s e e m s  t o  h a v e  b e e n  
l a r g e l y  c a p a b l e  o f  d e a l i n g  w i t h  t h e  c o n ­
f r o n t a t i o n  o f  t r a n s c e n d e n c e  s u p p o s e d l y  
i m p l i e d  i n  t h e s e  n e g a t i o n s  o f  e x i s t e n c e  • • « *
T h e  L o r d  w a s  n o t  i n  t h e  s t o r m ,  t h e  e a r t h q u a k e ,  
o r  t h e  f i r e  ( I  K i n g s  1 9 : I l f * ) .  H e  r e a l l y
w a s  n o t - ,  ( s j
I t  i s  j u s t  n o t  t r u e  t h a t  s p e c i f i c  a n d  
p a r t i c u l a r l y  n e g a t i v e  s i t u a t i o n s  a r e  i n t r i n s i c ­
a l l y  b e a r e r s  o f  t h e  m y s t e r y  o f  t r a n s c e n d e n c e .  * * , (4 )
J a s p e r s  w o u l d  a g r e e  w i t h  t h i s  p o i n t *  H e  d o e s  n o t  s e e k
t o  i d e n t i f y  t h e  b o u n d a r y  s i t u a t i o n  w i t h  T r a n s c e n d e n c e ;  n o r
d o e s  h e  c o n t e n d  t h a t  T r a n s c e n d e n c e  i s  p r e s e n t  t o  a l l  m e n
i n  e v e r y  s i t u a t i o n  o f  g u i l t ,  s u f f e r i n g ,  c o n f l i c t  o r  d e a t h .
A c c o r d i n g  t o  J a s p e r s ,  p h i l o s o p h i z i n g ,  s e e k s  t o  c o m m u n i c a t e
i t s e l f  b y  o p e n i n g  u p  p o s s i b i l i t i e s  i n  t h o s e  E x i s t e n z e n
w h i c h  a r e  i l l u m i n a t e d  b y  s u c h  p h i l o s o p h i s i n g .  H e  b e l i e v e s
n o t  t h a t  i t  i s  n e c e s s a r y  t h a t  b o u n d a r y  s i t u a t i o n s  d i r e c t
a l l  m e n  t o  T r a n s c e n d e n c e  b u t  t h a t  i t  i s  p o s s i b l e  t h a t  f o r  s o m e
m e n  T r a n s c e n d e n c e  b e c o m e s  p r e s e n t  i n  t h e s e  s i t u a t i o n s ,
A  s e c o n d  c r i t i c i s m  b y  B a r t h  i s  p r e s e n t e d  i n  t h e  f o r m  o f
a  q u e s t i o n .  E o w  d o e s  o n e  k n o w  t h a t  i t  i s  G o d  t h a t  i s  m e t  i n
( 5  )
b o u n d a r y  s i t u a t i o n s ?  . T h i s  c r i t i c i s m  i s  d i r e c t e d  n o t  s o  m u c h  
a t  J a s p e r s  ( w h o  s i m p l y  s a y s  t h a t  w h a t  i s  p r e s e n t  i s  
T r a n s c e n d e n c e ,  o r  t h e  E n c o m p a s s i n g )  a s  a t  C h r i s t i a n  a p o l o g e t e s
( s i  I b i d * , p p , 1 1 4 f ,
( 4 l  I b i d , , p , 1 1 5 ,
( 5 j  I b i d , , p . 1 1 6 ,
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w h o  s e e k s  t o  i d e n t i f y  J a s p e r s '  i d e a  o f  T r a n s c e n d e n c e  w i t h  
t h e  C h r i s t i a n  i d e a  o f  G o d *  F o r  J a s p e r s ,  t h e  t e r m  ' G o d '  
s i m p l y  r e f e r s  t o  T r a n s c e n d e n c e ,  a n d  i f  B a r t h  w i s h e s  t o  a r g u e  
t h a t  t h i s  m i g h t  e q u a l l y  h e  c a l l e d  t h e  D e v i l ,  J a s p e r s  v f i l l  
n o t  b e  g r e a t l y  c o n c e r n e d *  I n d e e d ,  h e  i s  j u s t  a s  d e s i r o u s  
a s  B a r t h  t h a t  t h e  c o n c e p t  o f  T r a n s c e n d e n c e  n o t  b e  c o n f u s e d  
w i t h  a n y  ' i d e a '  a â  ' n a t u r e '  s u c h  a s  t r a d i t i o n a l l y  a c c r e d i t e d  
t o  t h e  G o d  o f  t h e  C h r i s t i a n s .  J a s p e r s  i s  n o t  s i m p l y  c o n t e n t  
t o  s a y  t h a t  o n l y  T r a n s c e n d e n c e  i s  p r e s e n t  i n  c y p h e r s ,  b u t  h e  
i s  a n x i o u s  t o  p o i n t  o u t  t h a t  t h i s  i s  a l l  t h a t  c a n  b e  s a i d .
B a r t h ' s  t h i r d  a n d  m o s t  i m p o r t a n t  c r i t i c i s m  c o n c e r n s  
t h e  r e l a t i o n  o f  T r a n s c e n d e n c e  a n d  m a n ' s  n a t u r e .  H e  c o n s i d e r s  
t h a t  J a s p e r s  d o e s  n o t  r e a l l y  a l l o w  f o r  a  T r a n s c e n d e n c e  t h a t  
c a n  m e e t  m a n ,  s i n c e "  . . .  t h e  u n c o n d i t i o n a l  t r u s t  a n d  
t h e r e f o r e  t h e  t r a n s c e n d e n c e  w h i c h  w e  s u p p o s e d  h i m  t o  l a c k ,  
t o  h a v e  t o  s e e k  i n  s e l f - t r a n s c e n d e n c e ,  o r  t o  h a v e  t o  r e c e i v e  
f r o m  w i t h o u t  5 i s  a l r e a d y  v f i t h i n  h i m "   ^ B a r t h  a r g u e s  t h a t  
w h a t  J a s p e r s  r e a l l y  d i s c o v e r s  a t  t h e  b o t t o m  o f  b o u n d a r y  
s i t u a t i o n s  i s  n o t  a  t r u e  r e n t  b e t w e e n  m a n  a n d  t r a n s c e n d e n c e .  
" O n  t h e  c o n t r a r y ,  w h a t  i s  d i s c l o s e d  i s  t h a t  a t  b o t t o m  
t h i s  r e n t  d o e s  n o t  e x i s t ,  t h a t  t h e r e  i s  n o  o p p o s i t i o n  b e t w e e n
(6 )  I b i d . , p . 1 1 8 .
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( 7 )
e x i s t e n c e  a n d  t r a n s c e n d e n c e  F u r t h e r j  B a r t h
c o n c l u d e s  t h a t  i n  s u c h  a  s y s t e m  t h e  t r a n s c e n d e n t  d o d ?  a s
d i s t i n c t  f r o m  m a n  a n d  t h e  w o r l d  a n d  a s  s u p e r i o r  t o  b o t h »
( 8 )
c a n n o t  b e  c o n f r o n t e d ®
W h e t h e r  o r  n o t  w e  c o n s i d e r  t h i s  a  v a l i d  c r i t i c i s m  w i l l  
d e p e n d  u p o n  w h a t  w e  s e e  t o  b e  t h e  r e l a t i o n  o f  E x i s t e n z  
a n d  T r a n s c e n d e n c e  i n  J a s p e r s ^  p h i l o s o p h y ®  W e  h a v e  s e e n  t h a t  
t h i s  r e l a t i o n  i s  n o t  e a s i l y  c o m p r e h e n d e d  a n d  t h a t  J a s p e r s  
i s  n o t  a s  c l e a r  o n  t h i s  m a t t e r  a s  w e  m i g h t  w i s h ®  H o w e v e r j  
w e  a r g u e d  a t  l e n g t h  t h a t  J a s p e r s  d o e s  d i s t i n g u i s h  b e t w e e n  
t r a n s c e n d e n c e  a s  E x i s t e n z  a n d  T r a n s c e n d e n c e  a s  t h a t  w h i c h  
e n c o m p a s s e s  n o t  o n l y  t h e  w o r l d  b u t  a l s o  t h e  E n c o m p a s s i n g  t h a t  
I  a m »  I t  i s  i n  t h i s  c o n n e c t i o n  t h a t  J a s p e r s  s p e a k s  o f  
t h e  ^ ^ E n c o m p a s s i n g  o f  t h e  E n c o m p a s s i n g ^ ^  a n d  t h e  ^ ^ T r a n s c e n d e n t
(9 )
o f  t h e  T r a n s c e n d e n t ^ ^ »  T h u s , T r a n s c e n d e n c e  i s  n e i t h e r  s i m p l y  
t h e  T r a n s c e n d e n c e  t h a t  w e  f i n d  i n  o u r s e l v e s  n o r  t h e  w o r l d  
i n  w h i c h  w e  l i v e ,  b u t  t h a t  w h i c h  t r a n s c e n d s  t h e m  b o t h ®  W h a t  
J a s p e r s  a c t u a l l y  s e e m s  t o  b e  a r g u i n g  f o r  i s  t h a t  T r a n s c e n d e n c e  
i s  p r e s e n t  o n l y  t o  m a n  a s  E x i s t e n z ,  i * e $  o n l y  i n  m a n ^  s  
t r a n s c e n d i n g  o f  h i s  e x i s t e n c e »
T h i s  s a m e  a n s w e r  t o  B a r t h * s  c r i t i c i s m  e m e r g e s  i n  a n o t h e r
( 7 J  I b i d . ,  p . 1 1 9  
( 8 Î  I b i d . ,  p . 1 1 9
( 9 j  T l i y s s e n j  o p . c i t o ,  p p . 3 0 S f |  c f .  p . 3 0 4  f o o t n o t e  1 8
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c o n n e c t i o n .  J a s p e r s  i n s i s t s  t h a t  t h e  e x i s t e n c e  o f  G-od.
i s  n o t  d e r i v e d  f r o m  a n y  o f  t h e  m o d e s  t h r o u g h  w h i c h  H e
(10 )
b e c o m e s  a p p e a r a n c e ,  y e t  B a r t h  s e e m s  t o  t h i n k  t h a t  t h i s  i s  
w h a t  J a s p e r s  d o e s ,  i . e .  t h a t  h e  f i n d s  T r a n s c e n d e n c e  i n  
E x i s t e n z .  I n  o u r  r e a d i n g  o f  J a s p e r s ,  w e  a r g u e d  t h a t  E x i s t e n z  
i s  o n l y  a  m o d e ,  o n l y  a  c y p h e r ,  i n  w h i c h  T r a n s c e n d e n c e  i s  
p r e s e n t .  A l t h o u g h  E x i s t e n z  i s  a  n e c e s s a r y  p r e c o n d i t i o n  f o r  
t h e  a w a r e n e s s  o f  T r a n s c e n d e n c e ,  t h e r e  i s  n o  i d e a  o f  t h e  " 
a w a r e n e s s  o f  T r a n s c e n d e n c e  b e i n g  a  n e c e s s a r y  r e s u l t  o f  
E x i s t e n z .  T h i s  p o i n t  c o n n e c t s  w i t h  J a s p e r s *  f u r t h e r  
c o n t e n t i o n  t h a t  t h i n k i n g  d o e s  n o t  r i s e  f r o m  t h i n g s  ( n o t  e v e n  
f r o m  E x i s t e n z )  t o  G o d .  R a t h e r ,  f o l l o w i n g  K a n t ,  h e  a r g u e s  
t h a t  t h i n k i n g  i t s e l f  i s  t r a n s f o r m e d ,  b e c o m e s  t r a n s c e n d e n t a l ,  
w h e n  i t  r e c o g n i z e s  i t s  l i m i t a t i o n s  a s  u n d  e r s t  a n d  i n g  ( V e r s t a n d ) « 
I f  B a r t h * s  c r i t i c i s m  i s  v a l i d  t h e n  t h e r e  i s ,  a t  l e a s t ,  
a n  i n c o n s i s t e n c y  b e t w e e n  J a s p e r s *  i n t e n t i o n  a n d  h i s  e x e c u t i o n ,  
f o r  c e r t a i n l y  t h e  p u r p o s e  o f  h i s  p h i l o s o p h i z i n g  a n d  o f  h i s  
u s e  o f  t h e  c o n c e p t s  o f  b o u n d a r y  s i t u a t i o n  a n d  f o u n d e r i n g  i s  
t o  p o i n t  o u t  t h a t  i n  t h e  c y p h e r s  o f  E x i s t e n z  a n d  o f  t h e  
s i t u a t i o n s  w h i c h  n e c e s s a r i l y  a c c o m p a n y  i t ,  o n e  i s  a w a r e  o f  
t h e  p r e s e n t n e s s  o f  T r a n s c e n d e n c e  w h i c h  i s  t o t a l l y  d i f f e r e n t  
f r o m  t h e  c y p h e r s  t h e m s e l v e s .
( l O i  c f *  K n a u s s , o p . c i t .  ^ p . 1 5 8 ;  s e e  e s p e c i a l l y s  J a s p e r s ,
" R e p l y  t o  M y  C r i t i c s " ,  p . 8 0 1 .
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O h a p te r  5 .
THE NOTION OF TRMSGENDENGE IN THE PHILOSOPHY 
OF JEAN-PAÜL SARTRE.
In  order th a t  we may see  the va lu e  &r th eism  of
Jaspers* d i s t i n c t i o n  between E x is ten z  and Transcendence,
we may compare h is  p o s i t io n  w ith  th a t  o f  Jean-Paul S a r tr e ,
S a r tre  w e l l  r e a l i z e s  th a t  there  i s  d isagreem en t between
Jasp ers and h im s e l f .  He la b e l s  Jasp ers  and Marcel as
G a th o lic s  and c a l l s  H eidegger and h im s e lf  e x i s t e n t i a l
( 1) 
a t h e i s t s ,
E x i s t e n t ia l i s m  i s  n o th in g  e l s e  but an attem pt  
to  draw th e  f u l l  c o n c lu s io n s  from a c o n s i s t e n t l y  
a t h e i s t i c  p o s i t i o n , , , .E x i s t e n t i a l i s m  i s  n o t  
a t h e i s t  i n  the se n se  th a t  i t  would exh au st i t s e l f  
i n  dem onstrations o f  the n o n -e x is te n c e  o f  God,
I t  d e c la r e s ,  r a t h e r ,  th a t  even i f  God e x i s t e d  
th a t  wDuld make no d i f f e r e n c e  from i t s  p o in t  o f  
v iew . Not th a t  we b e l i e v e  God does e x i s t ,  but 
we th in k  th a t  the r e a l  problem i s  not th a t  o f  His 
e x i s t e n c e ;  what man needs i s  to  f in d  h im s e l f  
ag a in  and to  understand th a t  n o th in g  can save him 
from h im s e l f ,  not even a v a l id  p roof o f  th e  
e x is t e n c e  o f  G od,(2)
In  t h i s  comparison o f  the p o s i t io n s  o f  Jasp ers and 
S a rtre  we do not in ten d  to  i n v e s t i g a t e  S a r tr e* s  arguments 
f o r  the n o n -e x is te n c e  of God, We sim ply w ish  to  n o te  h i s
(1 )  S a r tr e ,  J ea n -P a u l, E x i s t e n t ia l i s m  And Humanism. p ,2 6
(2 ) I b i d . ,  p . 66
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ath eism  aad to  se e  i t s  r e l a t i o n  t o  h i s  treatm ent o f
tran scen d en ce . N e ith e r  do we purpose t o  study S artre*s
p h ilosop h y  as a w hole. However, we s h a l l  take account
o f  h is  b a s ic  o n t o lo g i c a l  study in  order to  show th a t h i s
treatm ent o f transcend en ce  i s  c o n s i s t e n t  w ith  and, in d eed ,
in h e r e n t  i n  h i s  o n t o lo g ic a l  and e x i s t e n t ia l - h u m a n is t i c
approach. We may ta k e  as our s t a r t i n g  p o in t  an
o b se r v a t io n  by H elen Barnes, the t r a n s la t o r  o f  S a r tre* s
(3)
e x te n s iv e  e ssa y  on ’Phenom enological O ntology*,
S a r t r e ’ s whole endeavour i s  to  e x p la in  man’s 
predicam ent in  human terms w ith ou t p o s tu la t in g  
an e x i s t e n t  God to  guarantee a n y th in g , (4 )
I t  i s  our judgment th a t  t h i s  i s  the ca se  not only as
regards S a r t r e ’ s g en er a l p h ilo sop h y  but as regard s h is
treatm ent of tran scen d en ce  in  p a r t i c u la r ,  and i n  order to
dem onstrate t h i s ,  we very b r i e f l y  i n v e s t i g a t e  h i s  on to logy
and th en  h is  p r e s e n ta t io n  o f the id e a  o f  tra n scen d en ce ,
S a r tre  b eg in s  h i s  o n t o lo g ic a l  a n a ly s is  by n o t in g  D e c a r te s ’
dictum , "I th in k ,  th e r e fo r e  I  am". He s e e s  t h i s  p o s i t io n
as c o n ta in in g  the p o s s i b i l i t y  o f  the er ro r  o f  id e a l i s m ,
where the c o g i t o  t r i e s  t o  r e a l i s e  (make r e a l )  the
phenomenal world . At the same t im e , h e  i s  aware o f  tbe
(3 ) S a r tr e ,  J ea n -P a u l, Being And N othingness : An Essay
on Phenom enological O ntology,
(4) B arnes, Hazel E , , "Introduetion** to  B eing and
N o th in g n e ss . p .x x ix
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error o f  r e a l is m  and m a te r ia lism  which a f f ir m  the  
phenomenal world a t t h e  c o s t  o f l o s in g  th e  r e a l i t y  o f  the
( 5 )
c o g i t o .  Both errors  stem from the se p a r a t io n  o f  th e  s e l f
and the w orld , fo r  once sep arated  they cannot be u n ite d  in
an a c c ep ta b le  manner. Thus, i t  i s  th a t  S a r tre  s t a r t s  w ith
man’s co n sc io u sn e ss  of th e  w o r ld .  Now, t h i s  ’ con sc iou sn ess*
d i f f e r s  from D e c a r te s ’ ’ t h o u ^ t ’ . A ctu a lly  D ecartes  meant
by ’ I th in k ’ , ’ I  d o u b t’ , thus r e f e r r in g  to  r e f l e c t i o n ,
S a r tr e ,  on the o th er  hand, contends th a t  c o n sc io u sn e ss
in v o lv e s  a " p r e - r e f l e c t i v e  b e in g  of p e r c i p i e n s , " F u rth er ,
accord ing  t o  S a r tr e ,  s in c e  "C onsciousness i s  always
co n sc io u sn e ss  of som ething". D e c a r te s ’ openness to  the
charge o f  s u b j e c t i v i t y  i s  avoided in  h i s  own tr ea tm e n t .
There i s  an " o n to lo g ic a l  proof" to  be d er ived  
not from th e r e f l e c t i v e  c o g i to  but from the  
p r e - r e f l e c t i v e  b ein g  o f  p e r c ip ie n s , , ». A l l  
co n sc io u sn e ss  i s  co n sc io u sn e ss  o f  som ething.
This d e f i n i t i o n  of con sc io u sn ess  can be taken  
in  two very d i s t i n c t  s e n s e s :  e i t h e r  we
understand by th i s  th a t  co n sc io u sn ess  i s  
c o n s t i t u t i v e  o f  the b e in g  o f i t s  o b j e c t ,  or i t  
means th a t  co n sc io u sn ess  in  i t s  inm ost nature  
i s  a r e l a t i o n  to  a tran scen d en t behg. But the  
f i r s t  in t e r p r e t a t io n  o f the formula d e s tr o y s  
i t s e l f :  to  be con sc iou s  o£ something i s  to  be
con fron ted  w ith  a co n crete  and f u l l  p resen ce  
which i s  not c o n s c io u s n e s s , ( 6 )
Thus, we s e e  t h a t  S a r t r e ’ s a n a l y s i s  o f  c o n s c io u s n e s s
(5 ) Blackham, op, c i t . , p ,112
(6) S a r tr e ,  Being and N o th in g n ess , p , l x
seek s  to  e s t a b l i s h  th e  r e a l i t y  o f  th e  p r e - r e f l e e t i v e c o g i to  
and th e  o b je c t  o f  c o n s c io u s n e s s .  These are two d i s t i n c t  
r e a l i t i e s  but they are seen  to  be so on ly  i n  th e  one a c t  
o f  c o n s c io u s n e s s ,  and to  s t a r t  w ith  e i t h e r  s e p a r a te ly  i s  
an e p is to m o lo g ic a l  e r r o r .  However, S a r tr e  does pursue  
t h i s  d i s t i n c t i o n  which he d isc o v e r s  in  h i s  a n a ly s is  o f
( 7 )
c o n s c io u s n e s s ,  and we t o o ,  must look  a t  i t ,  we do so 
under the headings o f  B ein g , B e i n g - i n - i t s e l f , and B eing-  
f o r - i t s e l f ,
"Being i s .  Being i s  i n - i t s e l f .  Being i s  what i t
( 8 )
i s , "  By say in g  "Being i s " ,  S artre  r e f e r s  to  the p o in t  
th a t  Being i s  known to  be a r e a l i t y  in  the a c t  of  
c o n s c io u s n e s s .  The r e f l e c t i v e  c o g i t o  r e f l e c t s  th a t  the  
p r e - r e f l e c t i v e  c o g i to  must be co n sc io u s  o f  som ething. I t  
i s  th e  p r e - r e f l e c t i v e  c o g i t o  th a t  knows "Being i s " ,  but 
th e  r e f l e c t i v e  c o g i to  can s t a t e  th a t  Being i s  in  view  o f  
th e  p r e - r e f l e c t i v e  c o g i t o ’s " o n to lo g ic a l  p ro o f" . By 
sa y in g  th a t  Being i s  i n - i t s e l f ,  S artre  w ish es  to  deny th a t  
Being i s  crea ted  by God or th a t  i t  i s  causa  s u i .  According  
to  S artre  e i t h e r  b e in g  i s  d i s s o lv e d  in  God or i t  i s
(7 )  R ob erts , op® c i t . ,  p p ,19B f,
"This d i s t i n c t i o n  (between 1 ’e n - s o i  and 1^ pour- s o i ) 
i s  announced somewhat a p o d ic t i c a l ly  in  th e  opening  
s e c t io n  o f  Being and N oth ing , but e la b o ra ted  and 
defended throughout the r e s t  o f  the book,"
(8) S a r tr e ,  Being and N o th in g n ess , p , l x v i
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independent of Him. As ’ thought ’ b e fo r e  c r e a t io n ,  b e in g
would be sim ply i n  God, but such an id e a  co n ce iv e s  o f  Being
e x i s t i n g  b e fo r e  i t s e l f ,  s in c e  i f  God e x i s t s  then  He,
H im self , i s  B eing , F u rth er , even a f t e r  c r e a t io n  being
must e i t h e r  be independent o f  God ( th u s ,  n ot b ein g
c r e a t io n )  or i t  i s  d i s s o lv e d  i n  Him,
The theory  o f  p erp etu a l c r e a t io n ,  by removing  
from b e in g  what the Germans c a l l  S e lb s t a n d ig k e i t , 
makes i t  d isappear in  the d iv in e  s u b j e c t i v i t y .
I f  b e in g  e x i s t s  as over a g a in s t  God, i t  i s  i t s  
own support; i t  does not p rese rv e  the l e a s t  
tr a c e  o f  d iv in e  c r e a t io n .  In  a word, even i f  
i t  had been c r e a te d ,  b e i n g - i n - i t s e l f  would be 
i n e x p l i c a b le  i n  terms of c r e a t io n ;  fo r  i t  assumes 
i t s  b ein g  beyond the c r e a t i o n , (9)
This i s  e q u iv a le n t  to  say in g  th a t  b e in g  i s  
u n crea ted . But we. need not conclude th a t  being  
c r e a te s  i t s e l f ,  which would suppose th a t  i t  i s  
p r io r  to  i t s e l f .  Being cannot be causa su i  
in  the manner of c o n s c io u sn e s s .  Being i s  
i t s e l f , (10)
Another way o f c h a r a c te r iz in g  Being i s  to  say th a t  
"Being is  what i t  i s , "  I ts  e x is te n c e  and i t s  e ssen ce  are  
one and th e  same. Being does not become. I t  i s  what 
i t  i s .
Included  in  t h i s  concept of Being are two oth er  
con cepts  - -  b e i n g - i n - i t s e l f  and b e i n g - f o r - i t s e l f , B eing-
(9 )  I b i d . , I x iv
(10) I b i d , , I x iv
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- i n - i t s e l f  shares the c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s  th a t  we have
d escr ib ed  o f  B eing , "It i s  the Being cf the phenomenon
and overflow s th e  knowledge which we have o f  i t .  I t  i s
a p le n t i t n d e ,  and s t r i c t l y  speaking we can say  o f  i t  only
( 11 )
th a t  i t  i s , "  B e i n g - i n - i t s e l f  i s  ch a r a c te r iz e d  by being  
s t a t i c ,  n o n - p o t e n t ia l ,  and n n - f r e e .  E x a ctly  what t h i s  
means i s  to  be see n  only in  c o n tr a s t  w ith  B e in g - fo r -  
i t s e l f  ,
. . . . b e i n g  i s  what i t  i s , , . , W e  s h a l l  see  th a t  th e  
b ein g  o f  f o r - i t s e l f  i s  d e f in e d , on the con trary ,  
as b e in g  what i t  i s  not and not b e in g  what i t  
i s . ( IS)
P o r - i t s e l f  ( pour- s o i ) i s  the ’hole*  i n  b ein g  th a t
becomes aware o f  i t s e l f  in  d i s t in g u is h in g  i t s e l f  from
b e i n g - i n - i t s e l f  ( e n -s o i ) ,  I t  knows i t s e l f  as a la c k ,
a la c k  o f b e in g  any p a r t ic u la r  b e in g ,  any ’ t h i s ’ . I t
i s  th e  c o n sc io u sn e ss  th a t  can never be i d e n t i f i e d  w ith  an
o b je c t  o f  c o n s c io u sn e s s ,
"The b ein g  of c o n s c io u s n e s s , . ,  i s  a b e in g  such  
th a t  in  i t s  b e in g , i t s  b e in g  i s  in  q u e s t io n ,"
This means th a t  th e  being of co n sc io u sn e ss  does  
not c o in c id e  w ith  i t s e l f  in  a f u l l  e q u iv a le n c e ,
Buch e q u iv a le n c e ,  which i s  th a t  o f  th e  i n - i t s e l f ,  
i s  exp ressed  by t h i s  s im p le  form ula: b e in g  is
what i t  i s , (13)
(11) Barnes, op, c i t . ,  p , 699
(12) S a r tr e ,  Being and N oth in gn ess , p , l x v
(13) I b i d , ,  p ,7 4
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But th e  ’ l a c k ’ , the ’n o th in g ’ th a t  i s  th e  pour- s o i  
i s  known only as a not b ein g  some pa r t i c u l a r  being*
human r e a l i t y  as f o r - i t s e l f  i s  a la c k  a n d .•♦ 
what i t  la ck s  i s  a c e r t a in  c o in c id e n c e  w ith  
i t s e l f .  C o n cre te ly , each p a r t ic u la r  f o r -  
i t s e l f  ( B r le b n is ) la c k s  a c e r t a in  p a r t ic u la r  
and co n c r e te  r e a l i t y ,  which i f  th e  f o r - i t s e l f  
were s y n t h e t i c a l l y  a s s im i la t e d  w ith  i t ,  would  
transform  th e  f o r - i t s e l f  in t o  i t s e l f . . , ,  Thus, 
th e  la c k in g  a r i s e s  in  th e  p rocess  o f  transcend en ce  
and i s  determ ined by a re tu rn  toward th e  e x i s t i n g  
i n  terms o f  th e  la c k e d . The la c k in g  thus d efin ed  
i s  tran scen d en t and complementary in  r e l a t i o n  to  
th e  e x i s t i n g , (14)
S a rtre  ag a in  makes th e se  two p o in ts  when he s a y s ,
( 1 5 )
"The la ck  o f  the f o r - i t s e l f  i s  a la c k  which i t  i s , "
F i r s t ,  th e  pour- s o i  i s  d e f in e d  simply as a la c k  o f  being,
"a human b e in g  i s  more th a t what he but he i s  not
som ething more th a t  what he i s . . . .  C onsciousness does not
~  (16)
add som ething but n o th in g n e ss ,"  S econ d ly , in  sa y in g
th a t  t h i s  n o th in gn ess  i s  a la c k  o f  i t s e l f , th e  n o t io n  o f
p a r t i c u l a r i t y  i s  emphasized.
Always the pour- s o i  comes in to  e x i s t e n c e  by 
s e p a r a t io n  from, th a t  i s  dependence upon, some 
m atter o f  f a c t  which m erely i s ,  I  am con sc iou s  
o f  b e in g  a w a ite r  because I am not w h olly  or 
s o l e l y  a w a i t e r ,  but I  happen to  g e t  my e x i s t e n c e  
by s e p a r a t io n  from (or tr y in g  to  be) a w a ite r ,  not  
a j o u r n a l i s t  nor a d ip lom at, I am only a pour- s o i  
by b e in g  an e n - s o i  which I  am n o t , . , , ( 1 7 )
(14) I b i d , , p . 95
(15) I b i d , , p . lO l
(16) Champigny, Robert, S tages on S a r t r e ’ s Way, p ,2
(17) Blacltham, op, c i t . , p ,1 1 2
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I t  i s  j u s t  t h i s  a c t  o f  se p a ra tin g  ’me’ from a
’ t h i s ’ th a t  le a d s  one to  e f f e c t  d e term in a tio n  i n  the
f i e l d  o f  ’what i s ’ , "Before the advent of c o n sc io u sn e s s ,
we can say th a t  ’ th e r e  i s , ’ and th a t i s  a l l .  A fter  the
advent o f  c o n s c io u s n e s s ,  we can say th a t  ’th ere  i s  t h i s
(18)
or t h a t ,
The ways i n  which p o u r -so i  i s  more than  i t s  e n - s o i  
can be seen  in  alm ost a l l  o f  S a r t r e ’s c o n c e p ts .  We do 
not purpose to  go in t o  any of th e s e  i n  d e t a i l ,  but perhaps 
a m ention o f  a few w i l l  make c le a r e r  the "more-nature" of  
the p o u r -s o i .
F i r s t ,  as regards t im e , the p o u r -so i  can be seen  as
more than i t s  p a s t ,  or p r e s e n t .  I t s  p a st  i s  s t a t i c ;
the p a st  i s  what i t  was; i t  i s  the p o u r - s o i ’s f a c t i c i t y ;
( 1 9 ) ' -----
i t  i s  not what the p o u r -so i  i s  now,
I am not the e n - s o i  I am p rese n t  t o ,  and I  am 
not the e n - s o i  I  le a v e  b e h in d , , , .m y  p a s t  i s  my 
f a c t i c i t y , . . . The p a st  i s  the t o t a l i t y  always 
growing o f the e n - s o i  which we a r e .  But w h i l s t  
we l i v e  we are never i d e n t i f i e d  w ith  i t .  I t  i s  
not what I  am but what I  was. . . .  The p a s t  i s . . .  
th e  p o u r -so i  congealed  in  the e n - s o i , (20)
Furthermore, p o u r -so i  i s  more th a t  i t s  environment
and i t s  body.
(18) Champigny, op. c i t . ,  p ,2
(19) S a r tr e ,  Being and N o th in g n ess , p p .107-120
(20) Blackham, op, c i t . , p p ,1 1 3 f .
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The body i s  the instrum ent which I am. I t  i s  
my f a c t i c i t y  o f  b ein g  " in - th e -m id s t -o f - th e -w o r ld "  
in  so f a r  as I  surpass t h i s  f a c t i c i t y  toward my 
b e in g - in - th e -w o r ld ,  (21)
C o n tra r iw ise , p o u r -so i  i s  p o s s i b i l i t y  and freedom, the
" y e t-to -b e "  o f  the fu tu r e .  Thus, man i s  a c t u a l ly
p o s s i b i l i t y  ra th e r  than e s se n c e ,  Man’s e x i s t e n c e  precedes
h i s  e s s e n c e .  Indeed , man makes h i s  own e s s e n c e .
A t h e i s t i c  e x i s t e n t i a l i s m ,  o f which I am a 
r e p r e s e n t a t iv e ,  d e c la r e s  w ith  g r e a te r  c o n s is te n c y ,  
th a t  i f  God does n ot e x i s t  th ere  i s  at l e a s t  one 
b ein g  whose e x is t e n c e  comes b e fo r e  i t s  e s s e n c e ,  a 
b ein g  which e x i s t s  b e fo r e  i t  can be d e f in e d  by any 
co n cep tio n  o f  i t .  That being  i s  man o r ,  as 
H eidegger has i t ,  the human r e a l i t y .  What do we 
mean by say in g  th a t  e x is t e n c e  p reced es essence?
We mean th a t  man f i r s t  of a l l  e x i s t s ,  encounters  
h im s e l f ,  surges up in t o  th e  world - -  and d e f in e s  
h im s e l f  a fterw a rd s . I f  man as the e x i s t e n t i a l i s t  
se e s  him i s  not d e f in a b le ,  i t  i s  b ecau se  to  b eg in  
w ith  he i s  n o th in g . He w i l l  not be anyth ing  
u n t i l  l a t e r ,  and then he w i l l  be what he makes of  
h im s e l f .  Thus, th ere  i s  no human n a tu r e ,  because  
th e r e  i s  no God to  have a co n cep tio n  of i t ,  Man 
sim ply i s , , , . M a n  i s  n o th in g  e l s e  but th a t  which he 
makes o f  h im s e l f .  That i s  the f i r s t  p r in c ip le  o f  
e x i s t e n t i a l i s m . (22)
This id e a  o f  man’s ’making’ h im s e lf  le a d s  us to  
n o t ic e  S a r t r e ’s co n cep tio n  o f  ’p r o j e c t ’ . S in ce  man as 
p o u r -so i  i s  n o th in g  and s in c e  he i s  th a t  b e in g  who f i r s t  
e x i s t s  and then makes h i s  own e s s e n c e ,  he must determ ine
(21) S a r tr e ,  Being and N o th in g n ess , p , 369
(22) S a r tr e ,  E x i s t e n t ia l i s m  and Humanism. p p ,2 7 f .
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h is  fu tu r e  by c h o ic e ,  A p r o j e c t ,  which " r e fe r s  to  the
F o r - i t s e l f * s  c h o ic e  o f  i t s  way o f  b e in g  and (which) i s
(23)
exp ressed  by a c t io n  i n  the l i g h t  o f  a fu tu r e  end,"
p o in ts  out th a t  man i s  always ’becoming*, always see k in g
to  f u l f i l l  the la c k  th a t  he i s .
Every human r e a l i t y  i s  a p a ss io n  i n  th a t  i t  
p r o je c t s  l o s i n g  i t s e l f  so  as to  found b ein g  and 
by the same s tro k e  to c o n s t i t u t e  the I n - i t s e l f  
which escap es  con tin gen cy  by b e in g  i t s  own 
fo u n d a t io n , th e  Ens causa s u i . which r e l i g i o n s  
c a l l  G-od, Thus the p a ss io n  of man i s  the  
r e v e r se  o f  th a t  o f  C h r is t ,  f o r  man l o s e s  h im s e lf  
as man in  order th a t  God may be born. But the  
id e a  o f  God i s  c o n tr a d ic to r y  and we l o s e  (24)
o u r s e lv e s  i n  v a in ,  Man i s  a u s e l e s s  p a s s io n .
By t h i s ,  S a r tre  sim ply means th a t  p o u r -s o i  always
p r o je c t s  in  such a way as to  seek  to  become i t s  own
e n - s o i  ( th e  n o t io n  o f  God as s e l f - s u b s i s t e n t  and f r e e
b e in g ) .  But i s  i t  im p o ss ib le  fo r  p o u r -so i  to  become
e n - s o i  w ith ou t l o s in g  i t s e l f  as p o u r - s o i , i , e ,  the id e a
o f  God i s  c o n tr a d ic to r y .  In so fa r  as man can be sa id
to  have an e s s e n c e ,  th a t  e ssen ce  i s  p o u r - s o i . which i s
dependent upon e n - s o i  from which i t  d i s t in g u i s h e s  i t s e l f .
I f  p o u r -so i  ever became e n - s o i  i t  would c e a s e  to  be p o u r - s o i .
sim ply becau se  p o u r -so i  i s  the n oth in g  r e a l i s e d  in  the act
o f  co n sc io u sn e ss  as not b e in g  i t s  e n - s o i .  Thus, t h i s
(23) Barnes, op, c i t . ,  p ,633
(24) S a r tr e ,  Being and N oth in gn ess . p , 616
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p a ss io n  i s  f u t i l e ,
S a r tr e  o f f e r s  an a n ly s i s  o f  lo v e  which shows man’s
p r o je c t  to  p rov id e  h im s e lf  e n - s o i  as the ground of h i s
p o u r - s o i , I  w ish  to  he a su b je c t  lo v ed  as an o b jec t  by
a b e lo v ed  s u b j e c t ,  but s in c e  th e  b e loved  can only be
known by me as a su b je c t  when I am an o b je c t  t o  the
b eloved  as l o v e r ,  lo v e  by a su b je c t  fo r  a su b je c t  i s
im p o s s ib le ,  S a rtre  says th a t  nowhere i s  t h i s  seen  so
c l e a r ly  as i n  s e x u a l  lo v e ,  where one becomes an o b je c t
in  order th a t  one may ex p er ien ce  the b e lov ed  as a lo v in g
s u b j e c t ,  whereby th e  ’s u b j e c t n e s s ’ o f  the lo v e r  confirm s
o n e ’s ’o b j e c t n e s s ’ , o n e ’s e n - s o i  which one seek s  as the
ground o f  o n e ’s p o u r - s o i .
In  l o v in g ,  I demand th a t  the one I  lo v e  s h a l l
e x i s t  s o l e l y  to  choose me as an o b je c t ,  and thus
be th e  o r ig in  o f  my e x i s t e n c e  fo r  a n o t h e r , , , , The 
lo v ed  one only becomes lo v e r  by becoming consumed 
w ith  th e  d e s ir e  to  be lo v ed . Thus each i s  t r y in g  
to  be an o b je c t  o f  f a s c in a t io n  to  the o th er  and to 
demand th a t  the o th er  e x i s t  s o l e l y  to  found, w i l l ,  
and s u s t a in  him as o b je c t .  To lo v e  i s  in  i t s  
esse n c e  th e  p r o je c t  to  make o n e s e l f  lo v e d .  The 
aim i s  balked  q u ite  i n e v i t a b l y , ( 2 5 )
Thus, i n  the p a r t ic u la r  p r o je c t  of lo v e ,  as in  a l l  p r o je c t s
o f  the p o u r -so i  to  found i t s e l f ,  to be the ground o f i t s
n o th in g n e ss ,  "man i s  a u s e l e s s  p a ss io n ,"
( 25 )  B lackham , op , c i t . ,  p p ,1 2 1 f .
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In  a l l  o f  th e s e  con cepts  we se e  th a t  p o u r -so i  i s
o f  the nature of e k s t a s i s .  i . e . ,  i t  "stands out from".
I t  s tan d s out from i t s  p a s t ,  i t s  p rese n t  and i t s  fu tu r e .
I t  stan d s out from i t s  body and i t s  environm ent. I t
stands out from i t s e l f  as p er c e iv e d  by another  p o u r -so i
(even  by i t s  l o v e r ) .  In  no case  i s  the p o u r -so i  to  be
i d e n t i f i e d  w ith  the e n - s o i .
Ncwwe are in  a p o s i t i o n  to  see  how th e s e  co n c lu s io n s
a f f e c t  S a r t r e ’ s id e a  o f  tran scen d en ce , S a r t r e ’s n o t io n
o f transcend en ce i s  com p lete ly  w o r ld ly .  He f in d s  no u se
fo r  a tran scen d en t u n iv e r se  or a tran scen d en t B eing , The
p ro cess  and s u b je c t  o f transcend en ce i s  accounted  fo r  in
human term s. This may be seen  i n  S a r t r e ’s very d e f i n i t i o n
o f  tra n scen d en ce .
We s h a l l  d e f in e  tran scen d en ce  as th a t  in n er  and 
r e a l i s i n g  n e g a t io n  which r e v e a ls  the i n - i t s e l f  
w h ile  determ in ing  the being o f t h e  f o r - i t s e l f , ( 2 6 )
Now we s e e  the reason  f o r  our i n t e r e s t  in  th e  p rocess
o f  c o n s c io u s n e s s ,  fo r  i t  c o in c id e s  e x a c t ly  w ith  the p ro cess
of tra n scen d en ce . We need not study t h i s  a g a in , but we
may r e - s t a t e  two r e s u l t s  o f  th e  a n a ly s i s  of c o n s c io u s n e s s ,
F i r s t ,  the i n - s e l f  i s  r e v ea led  as a r e a l i t y  and becomes
(26) S a r tr e ,  Being and N o th in g n ess . p ,180
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determ inated  or p a r t ic u la r iz e d  in  the p r o c e ss  o f
c o n sc io u s n e s s .  S econ d ly , the f o r - i t s e l f  i s  r e a l i z e d ,
i . e .  reco g n ized  as b ein g  a r e a l i t y  and made r e a l ,  in  th a t
i t  d i s t in g u i s h e s  i t s e l f  from the i n - i t s e l f .  These two
d i s c o v e r i e s , in  tu rn , lea d  us to  ask c o n e e r n in g th e
s u b je c t  o f tran scen d en ce . What tr a n sce n d s , and what
i s  transcended?
S artre  g iv e s  two answers to  t h i s  q u e s t io n .  At tim es
he speaks o f  b e i n g - i n - i t s e l f  as th a t  which transcend s the
f o r - i t s e l f .  This i s  so in  the sen se  th a t  inbi ereas pour-
s o i  i s  dependent upon e n - s o i , the l a t t e r  can e x i s t  as the
"there is "  independent o f  the form er.
C onsciousness i s  co n sc io u sn ess  of som ething.
This means th a t  transcendence i s  the  
c o n s t i t u t i v e  s tr u c tu r e  of c o n sc io u s n e s s ;  
th a t  i s ,  th a t  co n sc io u sn e ss  i s  born supported  
by a b e in g  which i s  not i t s e l f , (27)
On th e  o th er  hand, S a rtre  speaks more o f te n  o f  t h e
p o u r -so i  as th a t  which transcend s i t s  e n - s o i . We have
noted  the "e k s t a s i s-n atu re"  o f  the pour- s o i  i n  the
con cepts  o f  p r o j e c t ,  te m p o r a l ity ,  freedom and lo v e ,  and
a l l  o f  th e s e  can be seen  sim ply as S a r t r e ’s a n a ly se s  of
the tran scen d en ce  of the e n - s o i  by the p o u r - s o i ,
( 27 )  I b i d , ,  p , l x i
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. . . . i n  b e in g  se p a r a t io n  from m y se lf  (from my 
f a c t i c i t y )  which f a l l s  in t o  th e  p a s t  and from 
the w orld  to  which I am p r e se n t ,  I  am 
transcend en ce towards a form of b e in g  w ith  v/hioh 
I can be i d e n t i f i e d ,  although as transcend en ce  I 
can n ever  be i d e n t i f i e d  w ith  any form o f  b e in g * (28)
A ll  o f  th e s e  a n a ly s e s ,  th en , seek  to  show th a t  man
i s  a transcend en t b e in g ,  th a t  man stan d s out from the
b e in g  th a t  he i s ,  th a t  man has a tra n scen d en t aim in
ever su rp a ss in g  h i s  e n - s o i . Barnes r i g h t l y  say s  th a t
accord ing  to  S a r tr e ,  "Sometimes the F o r - i t s e l f  i s  i t s e l f
(29)
c a l l e d  a tran scen d en ce ."
However, r e g a r d le s s  o f  whether we say th a t  e n - s o i  
transcend s p o u r -so i  or th a t  p o u r -so i  tran scen d s e n - s o i ,  
we s t i l l  speak only of an in n e r -w o r ld ly  tran scen d en ce .  
U nlike T i l l i c h ,  S a rtre  does not seek  an answer to  the  
q u e st io n  o f  why th e r e  i s  som ething in s t e a d  o f  n o th in g .
He simply a s s e r t s  th a t  "Being i s . "  The e n - s o i  th a t  
transcend s p o u r -s o i  does not lea d  beyond i t s e l f  to  a 
’ground’ o f  b e in g  which may be sa id  t o  transcend  a l l  
e n - s o i ’ s .  U nlike J a sp e r s ,  S artre  does not f in d  the  
Transcendent t h a t  transcend s the "transcendence th a t  
I am" ( E x is ten z  or p o u r - s o i ) .  Heinemann draws a very
(28) Blackham, op. c i t . , p . 129
(29) S a r tr e ,  Being and N o th in g n ess , p . 634
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sharp d i s t i n c t i o n  between the p o s i t io n s  of Jasp ers and
S a rtre  and c o n tr a s ts  t h e i r  philosophies on f i v e  p o in ts*
Jasp ers  S a rtre
Keep space open fo r  th e  There i s  no Comprehensive.
Comprehensive!
Do not i d e n t i f y  y o u r s e l f  commit y o u r s e l f !
w ith  an o b je c t  o f your
knowledge! R e jec t  a l l  th o se  forms which
Do not r e j e c t  any form r e s t r i c t  your l ib e r ty J
o f  the Comprehensive! D escr ib e  r e a l i l y  in  i t s
Do not accep t any u g l i n e s s ,  ab su rd ity  and
defam ation  o f  e x i s t e n c e !  o b sc e n ity !
Do not a llow  y o u r s e lf  t o  be You are cu t o f f  from th e
cut o f f  from the Transcendent, fo r  i t  i s
TranscendentI n o n - e x i s t e n t * (30)
I t  may w e l l  be th a t  th e  p o s i t io n s  o f  Jasp ers and
S a rtre  are not so  in co m p a tib le  on a l l  th e s e  p o in ts  as
Heinemann con tend s, but as regards the c r u c ia l  i s s u e  of
tra n scen d en ce , i t  would appear th a t  he i s  c o r r e c t .
, . , h e  (S a r tr e )  commits h im s e l f  a g a in s t  the
Transcendent as such . The Transcendent does
not e x i s t ,  and he would regard a search  fo r
i t  as m istalcen. This does not ex c lu d e  th a t
man i s  h ere  understood  as someone who c o n t in u a l ly
tran scen d s h im se lf  in  the d i r e c t io n  o f  the fu tu r e
and #10 i s  open fo r  a l l  h is  fu tu r e  p o s s i b i l i t i e s , (31)
(32)
Marcel has c a l le d  S artre  a m a t e r i a l i s t ,  and, a lthough  
S a r t r e ’ s emphasis upon the transcend en ce  of th e  p o u r -so i  
seems to  b e l i e  such nom enclature, in s o f a r  as he speaks o f
(so) Heinemann, F ,H . , E x i s t e n t ia l i s m  and the Modern
Predicam ent, p ,129
(31) I b i d . ,  p . 131
(32) c i t e d  by Blackham, op. c i t . ,  p . 144 from The
P hilosophy o f  E x is te n c e  which c o n ta in s  M arcel’ s 
c r i t iq u e  o f S a r tr e .
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e n - s o l  as a tra n scen d en ce , t h i s  charge has some
j u s t i f i c a t i o n .  On the o th er  hand, in s o f a r  as S artre
speaks o f  p o u r -s o i  as a tra n scen d en ce , he i s  r ig h t ly
c a l l e d  a hum anist. This i s  abundantly c le a r  in  S a r t r e ’s
e s s a y .  E x i s t e n t ia l i s m  and Humanism.
But th er e  i s  another se n se  o f  the word 
(humanism), o f  which the fundamental meaning 
i s  t h i s :  Man i s  a l l  the tim e o u ts id e  of him­
s e l f :  i t  i s  in  p r o je c t in g  and lo s in g  h im s e lf
beyond h im s e l f  th a t  he makes man to  e x i s t ;  and, 
on the o ther  hand, i t  i s  by pursuing transcend en t  
aims th a t  he i s  ab le  to e x i s t .  S in ce  man i s  
thus s e l f - s u r p a s s in g ,  and can grasp o b je c t s  only  
in  r e l a t i o n  t o  h i s  s e l f - s u r p a s s i n g ,  he i s  h im se lf  
th e  h e a r t  and cen tre  o f  h i s  tra n scen d en ce . There 
i s  no o th er  u n iv e r se  excep t the human u n iv e r s e ,  
th e  u n iv e r s e  o f  human s u b j e c t i v i t y .  This r e l a t i o n  
o f  tran scen d en ce  as c o n s t i t u t i v e  o f  man (not in  
th e  sen se  th a t  God i s  tr a n sce n d en t ,  but in  the  
se n se  o f  s e l f - s u r p a s s i n g ) w ith  s u b j e c t i v i t y  ( i n  
such a sen se  th a t  man i s  not shut up i n  h im s e l f  
but fo r e v e r  p resen t in  a human u n iv e r s e )  - -  i t  i s  
t h i s  th a t  we c a l l  e x i s t e n t i a l  humanism.(33)
What i s  a t  i s s u e  here i s  the s e l f - e n c l o s e d
tran scen d en ce  o f  humanism and the tran scen d en ce  th a t
breaks through to  a llo w  fo r  the p o s s i b i l i t y  o f
transcend en ce  th a t  i s  w orld ly  but not sim ply in n e r -
w o r ld ly ,  and th e r e  i s  no doubt but th a t  J a s p e r s ’ p o s i t i o n
i s  much more c o n g en ia l  to  Theism than i s  th e  p o s i t io n  o f
S a r tr e .
(33)  S a r tr e ,  E x i s t e n t ia l i s m  and Humanism, p . 55
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Chapter 6®
J A S P E R S *  N O T I O N  O F  T R A N S C E N D E N C E  AN D T H E  
B I B L I C A L  I D E A  OF GO D.
W e  r e s u m e  o u r  e x p o s i t i o n  o f  J a s p e r s *  c o n c e p t  o f  
T r a n s c e n d e n c e  b y  i n v e s t i g a t i n g  t h e  s i m i l a r i t i e s  a n d  
d i f f e r e n c e s  b e t w e e n  i t  a n d  t h e  B i b l i c a l  i d e a  o f  God® We 
b e g i n  b y  n o t i n g  t h a t  i t  i s  J a s p e r s ’ i n s i s t e n c e  u p o n  g i v i n g  
p r o p e r  c o n s i d e r a t i o n  t o  t h e  c o n c r e t e , h i s t o r i c a l  l i f e  o f  
m e n  t h a t  u n d e r l i e s  h i s  c o n c e r n  w i t h  B i b l i c a l  r e l i g i o n ®  I n  
h i s  b o o k .  T h e  O r i g : i n  a n d  G o a l  o f  H i s t o r y ,  h e  t r e a t s  t h e  
i m p o r t a n c e  o f  B i b l i c a l  r e l i g i o n  f o r  W e s t e r n  l i f e ®  H e  
b e g i n s  b y  n o t i n g  t h e  p e r i o d  8 0 0 - 2 0 0  B . C .  w h i c h  h e  c a l l s  t h e  
’ a x i a l  p e r i o d ’ o f  w o r l d  h i s t o r y ®
W h a t  i s  n e w  a b o u t  t h i s  a g e ,  i n  a l l  t h r e e  a r e a s  o f  
t h e  w o r l d ,  i s  t h a t  m a n  b e c o m e s  c o n s c i o u s  o f  B e i n g  
a s  a  w h o l e , o f  h i m s e l f  a n d  h i s  l i m i t a t i o n s ®  H e  
e x p e r i e n c e s  t h e  t e r r o r  o f  t h e  w o r l d  a n d  h i s  o w n  
p o w e r l e s s n e s s 3 H e  a s k s  r a d i c a l  q u e s t i o n s ®  F a c e  
t o  f a c e  w i t h  t h e  v o i d  h e  s t r i v e s  f o r  l i b e r a t i o n  
a n d  r e d e m p t i o n ®  B y  c o n s c i o u s l y  r e c o g n i z i n g  h i s  
l i m i t s  h e  s e t s  h i m s e l f  t h e  h i g h e s t  g o a l s *  H e  
e x p e r i e n c e s  a b s o l u t e n e s s  i n  t h e  d e p t h s  o f  s e l f ­
h o o d  a n d  i n  t h e  l u c i d i t y  o f  t r a n s c e n d e n c e ®  ( 1 )
H o w e v e r ,  s i n c e  J a s p e r s  i s  c o n c e r n e d  w i t h  t h e  p o s s i ­
b i l i t i e s  o f  c o n c r e t e  h i s t o r y ,  h e  d o e s  n o t  d e a l  w i t h  t h e  
a x i a l  p e r i o d  t h r o u g h o u t  t h e  w o r l d ;  r a t h e r ,  h e  l i m i t s  h i s  
w o r k  t o  t h e  c o n d i t i o n s  u n d e r  w h i c h  b o t h  h e  a n d  h i s  r e a d e r s
( l )  J a s p e r s ,  K arl, The O rig in  and Goal o f  Histogyh p®2
"  1 5 5  -
l i v e ,  v i z 0 t h e  B i b l i c a l  r e l i g i o n  o f  t h e  W e s t . J a s p e r s  
c o n s i d e r s  t h a t  J u ( b i a r i ,  C h r i s t i a n i t y  a n d  I s l a m ,  a l l ,  h a v e  t h e i r  
b e g i n n i n g s  i n  t h i s  p e r i o d ,  a n d  e v e n  m o r e  i m p o r t a n t ,  t h a t  a l l  
d e r i v e  t h e i r  e x i s t e n c e  a s  f a i t h s  f r o m  t h e  s a m e  b a s i s ,  t h e  
a w a r e n e s s  o f  t h e  O n e ,  o f  T r a n s c e n d e n c e ®
F o r  o u r  r o o t s  e x t e n d  b e y o n d  o u r  h i s t o r i c a l l y  
p a r t i c u l a r  o r i g i n  t o  t h e  o n e  o r i g i n  t h a t  c o m ­
p r e h e n d s  u s  a l l *  ( 2 )
F u r t h e r  J a s p e r s  a l l o w s  t h a t  i t  i s  o n l y  r i g h t  t h a t  e a c h
( (3 )
f a i t h  s h o u l d  d e v e l o p  a c c o r d i n g  t o  i t s  o w n  n a t u r e ,  b u t  h e  
s e e s  t h e  b a s i c  e r r o r  o f  a l l  s u c h  d e v e l o p m e n t s  t o  b e  t h e i r  
c l a i m . s  o f  a b s o l u t e n e s s  a n d  t h e  r e s u l t i n g  l a c k  o f  t o l e r a n c e ®
I n  c o n t r a d i c t i o n  t o  i t s  l i b e r t y  a n d  i n f i n i t e  
f l u i d i t y ,  t h e  W e s t  n o w  d e v e l o p e d  t h e  o p p o s i t e  
e x t r e m e  i n  t h e  s h a p e  o f  t h e  c l a i m  t o  e x c l u s i v e  
t r u t h  b y  t h e  v a r i o u s  B i b l i c a l  r e l i g i o n s , i n c l u d -  
i n g  I s l a m ®  I t  w a s  o n l y  i n  t h e  W e s t  t h a t  t h e  
t o t a l i t y  o f  t h i s  c l a i m  a p p e a r e d ,  a s  a  p r i n c i p l e  
t h a t  r a n  w i t h o u t  i n t e r r u p t i o n  t h r o u g h  t h e  w h o l e  
f u r t h e r  c o u r s e  o f  h i s t o r y ,  ( t )
T h i s  c l a i m  b y  B i b l i c a l  r e l i g i o n s  t o  e x c l u s i v e  t r u t h  
h a s  i t s  f o u n d ,  a t  i o n s  i n  w h a t  J a s p e r s  c o n s i d e r s  t o  b e  a n  
e r r o n e o u s  i d e a  o f  r e v e l a t i o n ®  W h a t  o c c u r s ,  h e  c o n t e n d s ,  
i s  t h a t  B i b l i c a l  f a i t h . f o r g e t s  i t s  o r i g i n  i n  t h e  a w a r e n e s s  
o f  T r a n s c e n d e n c e  a n d  m a k e s  a  p a r t i c u l a r  m e d i u m  o f  t h i s  
a w a r e n e s s  i n t o  a n  u l t i m a t e  m e d i u m  o r  i n t o  t h e  U l t i m a t e  i t s e l f ,
( 2 )  I b i d . ,  p . 2 2 1
( 3 ) I b i d . ,  p . 2 2 1
( ; 4  )- I b i d . ,  p .  6 4
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T h u s ,  r e v e l a t i o n  c e a s e s  t o  h e  t h e  p r e s e n t n e s s  o f  T r a n s c e n d e n c e  
i n  c y p h e r s ,  a n d  a  c y p h e r  i t s e l f  i s  c o n s i d e r e d  t o  h e  t h e  
r e v e l a t i o n *  T h e  m a n ,  J e s u s ,  o r  t h e  B i b l e  i s  w r o n g l y  i d e n t i ­
f i e d  a s  G o d ’ s  r e v e l a t i o n ,  w h e r e a s  e a c h  i s  r i g h t l y  o n l y  t h e  
m e d i u m  o f  G o d ’ s  p r e s e n t n e s s ®  M o r e o v e r ,  s u c h  a n  e r r o n e o u s  
c o n c e p t i o n  o f  r e v e l a t i o n  w r o n g l y  o b j e c t i f i e s  a n d  l o c a l i z e s  
G o d ’ s  r e v e l a t i o n »
I n  t h e  c a n o n i c  w r i t i n g s , i n  t h e  c r e e d  a n d  i n  t h e  
s y s t e m  o f  d o g m a s ,  i n  t h e  s a c r a m e n t  o f  H o l y  O r d e r s ,  in  the 
c h u r c h  a s  c o r p u s  m y s t i c u m  C h r i s t i , a n d  i n  o t h e r  
f o r m s , t h e  r e v e l a t i o n  a n d  t h e  g r a c e  i t  b e s t o w s  
a r e  c o n c e i v e d  o f  a s  p h y s i c a l l y  p r e s e n t »  ( 5 )
E c c l e s i a s t i c a l  f a i t h  i s  e x p r e s s e d  i n  n o t i o n s ,  i d e a s ,  
d o g m a s  a n d  b e c o m e s  c r e e d *  I t  i s  c a p a b l e  o f  f o r g e t ­
t i n g  i t s  o r i g i n ,  a n d  i d e n t i f y i n g  i t s e l f  w i t h  t h e s e  
p a r t i c u l a r  c o n t e n t s  a n d  o b j e c t i f i c a t i o n s  ( 6 )
H o w e v e r ,  a c c o r d i n g  t o  J a s p e r s ,  t h e  t r u t h  o f  t h e  m a t t e r  
i s  t h a t  G o d  i s  h i d d e n *
W h a t e v e r  i s  p o s i t e d  a s  a n  a b s o l u t e  i n  t h e  w o r l d ,  
a s  G o d ’ s  w o r d  o r  G o d ’ s  a c t ,  i s  i n  e a c h  c a s e  a  
h u m a n  a c t  o r  h u m a n  w o r d  t h a t  d e m a n d s  t h a t  w e  
r e c o g n i z e  i t  a s  G o d ’ s® ( ? )
L i b e r a l  f a i t h  ( p h i l o s o p h i c  f a i t h )  r e f u s e s  t o  a r r e s t  
i t s  m o v e m e n t  b y  a  r e v e l a t i o n  f r o z e n  i n  i t s  d é f i n i * ,  
t l v e n e s s o  I t  s t r i v e s  t o  k e e p  i t s e l f  o p e n ,  r e a d y  
t o  r e c o g n i z e  t h e  l a n g u a g e  o f  t h e  g o d h e a d  i n  e v e r y ­
t h i n g  t h a t  i s  r e a l  . *  * * T h i s  f a i t h  t h e r e f o r e  f o r b i d s  
a b s o l u t e  o b e d i e n c e  t o  t h e  w o r d s  o f  a  s a c r e d  t e x t  o r  
t o  t h e  a u t h o r i t y  o f  a n  e c c l e s i a s t i c a l  o f f i c i a l  * * ® * ( 6 )
( 5 /  J a s p e r s ,  M y t h  a n d  C h r i s t i a n i t y ,  p * 4 1
( 6 )  J a s p e r s ,  T h e  O r i g i n  a n d  G o a l  o f  H i s t o r y ,  p * 2 S 4
( 7 )  J a s p e r s ,  M y t h  a n d  C h r i s t i a n i t y , p p » 4 2 f
8 )  I b r d ® , p *  4 3
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J a s p e r s ’ r e j e c t i o n  o f  t h e  c l a i m s  t o  e x c l u s i v e  t r u t h  
i s  b a s e d  u p o n  a  f u n d a m e n t a l  p a r t  o f  h i s  p h i l o s o p h i z i n g *
W e  h a v e  s e e n  t h a t  i t  i s  a  b a s i c  a s s e r t i o n  o f  h i s  p h i l o s o p h i z ­
i n g  t h a t  a n y t h i n g  m a y  b e c o m e  a  c y p h e r ®  T h u s  J a s p e r s  m u s t  
r e j e c t  a n y  e x c l u s i v e n e s s  w h i c h  m a k e s  a b s o l u t e  o n e  c y p h e r ,  
w h e t h e r  i t  b e  J e s u s  o r  t h e  T e n  C o m m a n d m e n t s ®  A g a i n ,  w h a t  
i s  m e d i a t e d  t h r o u g h  c y p h e r s  i s  n o t  k n o w l e d g e  ^ ^ p u t _  G o d ,  
n o t  i m a g e s  o f  G o d ,  n o t  d o g m a s  o r  c r e e d s ,  b u t  t h e  p r e s e n t n e s s  
o f  B e i n g  i n  i t s e l f .  T h u s ,  J a s p e r s  i s  l e d  t o  r e j e c t  n o t  
o n l y  t h e  m a k i n g  o f  o n e  c y p h e r  d e f i n i t i v e  o r  a b s o l u t e ,  b u t  
t h e  v e r y  i d e a  o f  a n y  r e v e l a t i o n  o t h e r  t h a n  t h e  ’ t h a t ’ o f  
T r a n s  c e n d e n c e »
( 9 )
T h e  n o t i o n s  o f  G o d  p r o d u c e d  b y  m a n  a r e  n o t  G o d  H i m s e l f .
I t  i s  i n t e r e s t i n g  t o  n o t e  t h a t  J a s p e r s ’ s t a n d  f o r
t o l e r a n c e  a n d  h i s  d e n i a l  o f  e x c l u s i v e  t r u t h  a p p e a r  p r i o r  t o
h i s  e x p e r i e n c e s  d u r i n g  t h e  t w o  w o r l d  w a r s .  T h i s  m a y  b e
s e e n  i n  h i s  p h i l o s o p h i c a l  a u t o b i o g r a p h y .  T h e r e  h e  r e c a l l s
t h a t  K i e r k e g a a r d  i s  r e p o r t e d  t o  h a v e  r e p l i e d  t o  t h e  q u e r y ,
" W h y  a r e  y o u  a  C h r i s t i a n ? " ,  b y  s a y i n g ,  " B e c a u s e  m y  f a t h e r
t o l d  m e . "  J a s p e r s  g o e s  o n  t o  r e m a r k ,  " . . .  r a y  f a t h e r  t o l d  m e
( 1 0 )
s o m e t h i n g  q u i t e  d i f f e r e n t , ” I n d e e d ,  J a s p e r s '  f a t h e r
( ' 9 )  J a s p e r s ,  . T h e  .O rigin  and Goal o f  H is to r y , p . 219
(10)  J a s p e r s ,  K a r l ^  ^ ^ P h i l o s o p h i c a l  A u t o b i o g r a p h y "  i n  
T h e  P h i l o s o p h y  o f  K a r l  J a s p e r s ,  p . 7 8 .
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r e b e l l e d  a g a i n s t  some o f  t h e  p r i v i l e g e s  w h i  ch t h e  Church 
c l a i m e d ,  e®g® con d em n at ion  o f  s u i c i d e ,  and he l e f t  t h e  
Church when he was p a s t  s e v e n t y  y e a r s  o f  age® At t h e  age  
o f  n i n e t y  he s t i l l  e x p r e s s e d  t h e  f a c t  t h a t  he d id  n o t  t h i n k
( u )
h i g h l y  o f  f a i th ®  However, i f  J a s p e r s  d id  n o t  l e a r n  t o
f o l l o w  any s p e c i f i c  r e l i g i o n  as a c h i l d ,  he d id  l e a r n  from
h i s  p a r e n t s  h u m a n i ta r ia n  v i r t u e s  and an o p e n n e s s  t o  a l l
q u e s t i o n s  and s o u r c e s  o f  truth® J a s p e r s  a l s o  t e l l s  o f  t h e
k in d  o f  ’ tru^th’ t h a t  he was t a u g h t  b y  t h e  Church when he
was a y o u t h ,  e®g® t h e  geogra.phy o f  heU, t h e  P o p e ’ s d a i l y
e n t r y  i n t o  t h e  C a s t l e  o f  A n g e l s  i n  o r d er  t o  t o u c h  t h e  heaped
up g o l d ,  t h a t  s a l v a t i o n  r e s u l t e d  from t h e  f a c t  t h a t  J e s u s
( 1 2 )
was n a i l e d  t o  a cross® A l th o u g h  t h e s e  f a c t s  do n o t  e x p l a i n
J a s p e r s  s t r o n g  p o l e m i c  a g a i n s t  t h e  r e v e a l e d  t r u t h  o f  B i b l i c a l  
r e l i g i o n ,  t h e y  may h e l p  u s  t o  u n d e r s t a n d  h i s  i n s i s t e n c e  t h a t  
t h e  e x c l u s i v e  t r u t h  c la im e d  b y  B i b l i c a l  r e l i g i o n  i s  a p e r ­
v e r s i o n  o f  f a i t h .
J a s p e r s  makes a s e c o n d  c r i t i c i s m  o f  B i b l i c a l  r e l i g i o n  
w h ic h  i s  e v e n  more p e n e t r a t i n g *  I t  i s  h i s  judgem ent t h a t  
B i b l i c a l  r e l i g i o n  c o n f u s e s  T r a n s c e n d e n c e  and t h e  world® T h is  
c r i t i c i s m  i s  e s p e c i a l l y  d i r e c t e d  a g a i n s t  C l i r i s t i a n i t y  w h ic h  
c l a i m s  t h a t  J e s u s  C h r i s t  i s  t h e  i n c a r n a t i o n  o f  God®
( 1 1 )  I b id ® ,  pp .76f®
( I f )  I b id ® ,  p . 76®
159
For r e l i g i o n ,  i n  c o n t r a s t  t o  p h i l o s o p h y , 
t h e  mode o f  t h e  s e n s n o n s  p r e s e n c e  o f  
T r a n s c e n d e n c e  i s  c h a r a c t e r i s t i c  • • • *  That  
God i s  t a n g i b l e  i n  th e  h e re  and now i n
t h e  man J e s u s  i s  a main th o u g h t  o f  
C h r i s t i a n i t y .  ( 1 3 )
J a s p e r s ,  o f  c o u r s e ,  can n ot  a c c e p t  t h i s  c l a i m .  For  
him, T r a n s c e n d e n c e  i s  o n l y  p r e s e n t  t l n p u g h  c y p h e r s .  No 
cypher  i s  T r a n s c e n d e n c e  i t s e l f *
J e s u s  i s ,  t o  be s u r e , n o t  God i n  t h e  w or ld .  
No man i s  God* The d i s t a n c e  b e tw e e n  man 
and God i s  i n f i n i t e  . . . ® (14)
A n o th er  u n a c c e p t a b l e  c o n c l u s i o n  whi ch J a s p e r s  s e e s  
as t h e  r e s u l t  o f  a s s e r t i n g  t h a t  God was p r e s e n t  i n  t h e  w o r ld  
i n  J e s u s ,  i s  t h e  Weltanschauung: i m p l i e d  b y  s u c h  an a s s e r t i o n ,  
i . e ®  t h e  i r r u p t i o n  i n t o  t h i s  w o r ld  o f  a b e i n g  from a n o th e r  
w o r ld .  Such an i d e a  o f  God and s u c h  a n o t i o n  o f  t h e  a c t i v i t y  
o f  God i s  r e j e c t e d  b y  J a s p e r s  whose i d e a  o f  T r a n s c e n d e n c e  i s  
n e i t h e r  o t h e r  w o r l d l y  n o r  o f  an n o n - m e d ia te d  p r e s e n c e  i n  
t h i s  w orld*  Blackham p o i n t s  out  t h a t  J a s p e r s  r e j e c t s  
r e l i g i o n ,
e ® 3 b e c a u s e  i t  s t a n d s  f o r  a beyond w h ic h  i s  a n o th e r  
w o r l d ,  n o t  a beyond w hich  i s  t h e  u p s h o t ,  th e  h id d en  
meaning o f ,  t h i s  w o r ld ,  w h ich  can o n l y  be  knownout  
o f  and by  means o f  t h e  p l e n t i t u d e  and d e f i c i e n c i e s  
o f  l i f e  i n  t h e  world® For J a s p e r s ,  T r a n s c e n d e n c e  
i s  a t o t a l  v i e w  o f  t h e  w o r ld ,  n o t  from th e  s t a t i o n  
o f  S i r i u s  as  a s p e c t a t o r  o f  a l l  t im e  and a l l  e x i s t e n c e  ,
(13)  J a s p e r s ,  T r u th  and Symbol,  pp.  4 5 f .
(1 4 )  I b i d . ,  p '^76
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b u t  b y  g l i m p s e s  g a in e d  tin?ough p a r t i c i p a t i o n  
i n  t h e  l i f e  o f  t h e  w o r ld  by one who i s  e a g e r  
t o  s e e  and t r a i n e d  t o  look*  ( 1 5 )
H ow ever , we sh o u ld  b e  m is t a k e n  i f  we assumed t h a t  
J a s p e r s  i s  c o m p l e t e l y  n e g a t i v e  as  r e g a r d s  B i b l i c a l  r e l i g i o n .  
We h a v e  a l r e a d y  n o t e d  t h a t  h i s  p h i l o s o p h i z i n g  i n c l u d e s  an 
e lem en t  o f  f a i t h  and w i t h i n  c e r t a i n  l i m i t s  B i b l i c a l  r e l i g i o n  
i s  n o t  i n c o m p a t i b l e  w i t h  ’p h i l o s o p h i c  f a i t h * .  A c c o r d in g  
t o  J a s p e r s  what i s  r e a l l y  n e ed e d  i s  n o t  t h e  abandonment o f  
B i b l i c a l  r e l i g i o n  but  i t s  t r a n s f o r m a t i o n .
Only i n  i n d e f i n i t e  t e r m s  i s  i t  p o s s i b l e  t o  s a y  
t h a t  t h e  B i b l e  and t h e  c l a s s i c a l  h e r i t a g e  are  
n o t  s u f f i c i e n t  i n  t h e  form we have known t i l l  
now. B oth  must be t r a n s f o r m e d  i n  a new a p p ro p r i-  
a ï i o n .  The v i t a l  prob lem  f o r  t h e  coming a g e  i s  
how B i b l i c a l  r e l i g i o n  i s  t o  be m etam orphosed .
( i t a l i c s  m i n e ) .  ( l 6 )
I t  h a r d l y  n e e d s  t o  be s a i d  t h a t  J a s p e r s *  s o l u t i o n  t o  
t h i s  p rob lem  i s  t o  so  t r a n s f o r m  B i b l i c a l  r e l i g i o n  t h a t  i t  
comes i n t o  l i n e  w i t h  p h i l o s o p h i c  f a i t h .  J u s t  what t h i s  
t r a n s f o r m a t i o n  e n t a i l s  can be s e e n  i f  we a s c e r t a i n  t h e  
b a s i s  o f  B i b l i c a l  r e l i g i o n  and t h e  p u r p o se  o f  i t s  myths and 
dogmas.
B i b l i c a l  r e l i g i o n  h a s  i n  f a c t  c o n t i n u a l l y  
c h a n g e d  i t s  a p p e a r a n c e ,  a s  i t  w e r e  i t s  c l o t h e s .
( 1 5 )  B l a c k h a m ,  o p . c i t . , p . 6 2
( 1 6 )  J a s p e r s ,  K a r l ,  T h e  E u r o p e a n  S p i r i t ,  p . 6 1 .
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What i s  t h e  "basic -anchanging f a c t o r ?  The 
answ er can o n l y  be  g i v e n  i n  t h e  a b s t r a c t  as  
’^ The one Gfodj t h e  t r a n s c e n d e n c e  o f  God 
t h e  C r e a to r ;  manhs m e e t in g  w i t h  God; God^s 
Law o f  t h e  c h o i c e  b e tw e e n  good and e v i l  as  
a b s o l u t e l y  v a l i d  f o r  man; c o n s c i o u s n e s s  o f  
h i s t o r i c i t y ;  t h e  m eaning and t h e  d i g n i t y  o f  
s u f f e r i n g ;  o p e n n e ss  t o  i n s o l u b l e  p r o b l e m s ( 17 )
T h u s ) one p o s i t i v e  and c o r r e c t  e l e m e n t  w h ic h  J a s p e r s  
f i n d s  i n  B i b l i c a l  r e l i g i o n  i s  t h e  f a c t  t h a t  i t  a r i s e s  from  
t h e  a w a re n e ss  o f  t h e  p r e s e n t n e s s  o f  Transcendence@ f u r t h e r m o r e , 
i t  i s  t o  t h e  c r e d i t  o f  B i b l i c a l  r e l i g i o n  t h a t  t h e  B i b l e  
^^embraces t h e  g r e a t  a n t i t h e s i s  o f  faith^% ( 1 )^
The B i b l e  i s  t h e  d e p o s i t  o f  a th o u s a n d  y e a r s  o f  
human b o r d e r l i n e  e x p e r i e n c e .  Through t h e s e  
e x p e r i e n c e s  t h e  mind o f  man was i l l u m i n e d ,  he  
a c h i e v e d  c e r t a i n t y  o f  God and t h u s  o f  h i m s e l f *  And 
t h i s  i s  what c r e a t e s  t h e  u n iq u e  a tm o sp h ere  o f  t h e  
B i b l e .  (191
S een  i n  t h i s  l i g h t ,  t h e  B i b l e  p er fo rm s  t h e  same f u n c t i o n  
as J a s p e r s ^  p h i l o s o p h i s i n g  i t  shows t h e  p o s s i b i l i t y  o f  
a w a re n e ss  o f  T r a n s c e n d e n c e  and b e a r s  w i t n e s s  t o  i t s  p r e s e n t -  
n e s s 9 ih i .r ther ,  i t s  s c o p e  o f  e x p e r i e n c e  p o i n t s  t o  t h e  v a r i e t y  
o f  c y p h ers  t h r o u g h  w h ich  T r a n s c e n d e n c e  i s  p r e s e n t .  So lo n g  
as one i s  f a i t h f u l  t o  t h e  b a s i s  o f  B i b l i c a l  r e l i g i o n ,  i . e .  
t o  t h e  a w a r e n e s s  o f  T r a n s c e n d e n c e ,  so  l o n g  as  one k e e p s  i n  
mind t h e  m u l t i p l i c i t y  o f  m edia  t h r o u g h  w h ic h  t h i s  a w a re n e ss
(17)  I b i d . ,  p . 6 1 .
( l ë )  J a s p e r s ,  Tlie P e r e n n i a l  Scope o f  P h i l o s o p h y ,  p . 9 8 .
(19J I b i d . ,  p .1 0 1 s
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o c c u r s ,  and c l a i m s  f o r  no s i n g l e  m edia  ( c y p h e r )  n e i t h e r
f i n a l i t y  n o r  a c t u a l  i d e n t i t y  w i t h  T r a n s c e n d e n c e ,  t h e n  
B i b l i c a l  r e l i g i o n  can be t r a n s f o r m e d  from  a c la im a n t  o f  
e x c l u s i v e  t r u t h  t o  a w i t n e s s  t o  t h e  p r e s e n t n e s s  o f  T r a n s c e n d ­
en ce  i n  a l l  b e in g #  ^^ What r e l i g i o n  l o c a l i z e s  i n  a s p e c i f i c
( 2 0 )
p l a c e ,  can f o r  p h i l o s o p h y  be p r e s e n t  e v e ry w h ere  and alv/ays,'*
f o r  ’^ God spealcs e x c l u s i v e l y  t h r o u g h  no man, and what i s  m ore,
( 2 1 )
His s p e e c h  th r o u g h  e v e r y  man has many m e a n i n g s . ” T h is  means
t h a t  ”V/e must abandon t h e  r e l i g i o n  o f  C h r i s t ,  t h a t  s e e s  God
i n  C h r i s t  and b a s e s  t h e  d o c t r i n e  o f  s a l v a t i o n  on an i d e a  o f
( 2 2 )
s a c r i f i c e  foun d  i n  D u e t e r o - I s a i a h  and a p p l i e d  t o  C h r i s t ” ,
On t h e  o t h e r  hand, i f  one c e a s e s  t o  c l a i m  f i n a l i t y  f o r  
C h r i s t  and c e a s e s  t o  c o n f u s e  him w i t h  T r a n s c e n d e n c e ,  t h e n  h i s  
p rop er  n a t u r e  a s  a cypher  may be seen*
R i g h t l y ,  h o w ev er ,  t h e r e  i s  i n  t h e  C h r i s t  myth  
t h e  i n d i c a t i o n  t h a t  e v e r y t h i n g  human h a s  i n  i t  
t h e  p o s s i b i l i t y  o f  r e l a t e d n e s s  t o  God, God- 
n e a r n e s s ,  and t h a t  t h e  way t o  God g o e s  th r o u g h  
t h e  w o r ld  and t h r o u g h  t h e  r e a l i t y  o f  our  
h i s t o r i c a l l y  t o  be d e te r m in e d  human n a t u r e ,  and 
n o t  b y - p a s s i n g  t h e  w o r ld *  P h i l o s o p h y  must guard  
a g a i n s t  u s u r p a t i o n  w h i le  r e c o g n i z i n g  a t  t h e  same 
t im e  a cypher  t r u t h  i n  t h e  c la im s  o f  th e  u su r p e r *  ( 2 3 )
T hus ,  J a s p e r s  d o es  n o t  w i s h  s i m p l y  t o  be r i d  o f  t h e  
dogmas o f  B i b l i c a l  r e l i g i o n ,  n or  o f  t h e  i d e a  o f  God^s
(2.0) I b i d * ,  p . 79
(21 )  I b i d . ,  p . 105
(22)  I b i d . ,  p . 103
(2-3) J a s p e r s ,  T r u th  and Symbol,  p . 77
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p r e s e n c e  i n  t h e  w o r l d ,  nor  o f  p r a y e r ,  n o r  o f  t h e  Church 
i t s e l f #  What he w ants  t o  a c c o m p l i s h  i s  t h e  t r a n s f o r m a t i o n  
o f  B i b l i c a l  r e l i g i o n .  Bogims become myth w h ic h  can be  
i n t e r p r e t e d  and u s e d  as c y p h e r s .  God^s p r e s e n c e  and a c t i v i t y  
(as  i n  m i r a c l e s )  become t h e  p r e s e n t n e s s  o f  T r a n s c en d e n ce  
i n  a l l  c y p h e r s .  P r a y e r  becom es t r a n s c e n d i n g  t h o u g h t .  The 
Church c e a s e s  t o  be  a u t h o r i t a t i v e ,  and a d i s p e n s e r  o f  
e x c l u s i v e  t r u t h  and o f  T r a n s ce n d e n ce  i t s e l f  ( a s  i n  th e  M a s s ) ,  
but  s i m p l y  b e a r s  w i t n e s s  t o  T r a n s c e n d e n c e ,  i . e .  becomes  
t h e  means o f  com m unicat ion  w h ic h  may a l l o w  E x i s t e n zen t o  
u n d er g o  a change o f  a t t i t u d e  tow ards  b e i n g .
The same r e l i g i o n  w h ic h  t h e  p h i l o s o p h e r  r e j e c t s
as dogmas he e s p o u s e s  as myth. At t h e  same
t i m e , t h e  c i p h e r  r e p l a c e s  t h e  m i r a c l e ,  c o n t e m p l a t i o n
r e p l a c e s  p r a y e r ,  and com m unicat ion  r e p l a c e s  t h e
Church. {(2 k)
He ( J a s p e r s )  r e j e c t s  r e l i g i o n  b e c a u s e  i t  c la im s  
t o  be a u t h o r i t a t i v e  and u n d e r t a k e s  t o  g u a r a n te e  
and a d m i n i s t e r  t h e  e x p e r i e n c e  o f  T r a n s c e n d e n c e ,  
and b e c a u s e  i t  s t a n d s  f o r  a beyond w h ich  i s  an­
o t h e r  w o r ld  . . . • ( 2 5 )
We now a s k  t o  what e x t e n t  are  th e  c r i t i c i s m s  whi ch  
J a s p e r s  makes o f  C h r i s t i a n i t y  v a l i d  and where d o es  he p a r t  
company w i t h  C h r i s t i a n i t y ,  i f ,  i n d e e d ,  he d o e s  s o  at  a l l .
(?4  ) R i c o e u r , o p . c i t . ,  p . 624
((250 Blackham, o p . c i t * ,  p . 62
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f i r s t , we c o n s i d e r  h i s  a t t i t u d e  tow ards  t h e
e c c l e s i a s t i c a l  C h u r c h .  I n s o f a r  a s  J a s p e r s  a r g u e s  a g a i n s t
t h e  Churches p o s s e s s i o n  o f  e x c l u s i v e  t r u t h  and i t s  power
t o  d i s p e n s e  b o t h  i t  and t h e  r e a l i t y  o f  God, H i m s e l f ,  he male e s
no a t t a c k  w h ic h  has  n o t  f r e q u e n t l y  come from  w i t h i n  t h e
Church i t s e l f .  Many C h r i s t i a n s  w ould  l i k e n  t h e  Church t o
t h e   ^f i n g e r  o f  God  ^ whi ch p o i n t s  t h e  way t o  God r a t h e r  t h a n
t o  t h e  ^hand o f  God^ w h ich  p a s s e s  ou t  k n o w led g e  and s a l v a t i o n *
I n d e e d ,  J a s p e r s  c r i t i c i s m  h e r e  ap pears  t o  be d i r e c t e d  more
to w a r d s  t h e  Roman C a t h o l i c  Church t h a n  to w a r d s  t h e  P r o t e s t a n t  
( 2 6 ) ( 2 7 ) 
Churches* C e r t a i n l y  a P r o t e s t a n t  t h i n k e r  su ch  a s  T i l l i c h
i s  n o t  open t o  su ch  c r i t i c i s m .
I f  J a s p e r s  t a k e s  a c o m p a r a t i v e l y  u n s y m p a t h e t i c ,  
ev e n  th o u g h  n o t  s t r o n g l y  p o le m ic  a t t i t u d e  toward.  
C h r i s t i a n i t y ,  t h e  r e a s o n  seems t o  be t h a t  he  
r e g a r d s  C h r i s t i a n i t y  as myth an.d c u l t  r a t h e r  th a n  
as  e t h o s  and co m m u n ica t io n .  But t h i s  v i e w  o f  
C h r i s t i a n i t y  seems more C a t h o l i c  t h a n  P r o t e s t a n t ,  
d e s p i t e  t h e  f a c t  t h a t  many P r o t e s t a n t s  s h a r e  i t .  (2 6 )
S e c o n d l y ,  m u c h  o f  t h e  f o r c e  o f  J a s p e r s   ^ c r i t i c i s m  
a g a i n s t  r e v e l a t i o n  l i e s  i n  t h e  o b j e c t i o n  t o  r e v e l a t i o n  c o n ­
c e i v e d  a s  t r u t h - e m b o d y i n g -  s t a t e m e n t s # A g a i n ,  t h i s
o b j e c t i o n  d o e s  n o t  s t r i k e  a t  t h e  h e a r t  o f  P r o t e s t a n t
((26)' I n  t h i s  c o n n e c t i o n ,  i t  i s  i n t e r e s t i n g  t o  n o t e  t h a t  J a s p e r s  
i s  a ch u rch  member and c o n s i d e r s  h i m s e l f  t o  be a P r o t e s t a n t ,  
c f .  J a s p e r s ,  K a r l  and Bultmann, R u d o l f ,  Myth and C h r i s t i a n -  
i t ^  p . 7 8 ; c f .  pp.  1 1 4 f .
( 2 7 ) ,  cf%> T i l l i c h *  s t r e a t m e n t s  o f  t h e  P r o t e s t a n t  P r i n c i p l e  and 
o f  autonomy, h e teron om y and theonom y i n  The P r o t e s t a n t  
fr^a; s e e  e s p e c i a l l y  p p . 4 8 - 5 5 .
( 2 6 )  Holm, S / r e n ,  ”J a s p e r s *  P h i l o s o p h y  o f  R e l i g i o n ” i n  The 
P h i l o s o p h y  o f  K a r l  J a s p e r s ,  p . 6 9 1 .
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C h r i s t i a n i t y ,  f o r  a l a r g e  number o f  C h r i s t i a n s  w ould  e q u a l l y  
deny t h a t  t h e  r e v e l a t i o n  is^ s t a t e m e n t s .  Creeds and dogmas 
may s e e k  t o  e x p r e s s  t h e  t r u t h  o f  r e v e l a t i o n ,  b u t , i n  th e  
f i n a l  a n a l y s i s ,  t h e y  a re  n o t  i d e n t i f i e d  w i t h  t h e  t r u t h  i t ­
s e l f #  Creeds are  no  more t h e  r e a l i t y  o f  God * s p e r s o n  and 
a c t i o n  t h a n  J a s p e r s *  c y p h ers  a r e ,  b u t  t h e y  may h e l p  t o  
c l a r i f y  and communicate t h e  aw a re n e ss  o f  God * s presence®  I s  
t h i s  g r e a t l y  u n l i k e  J a s p e r s ’ u s e  o f  c y p h e r s ,  where names or
im ages  o f  God a re  s u r e l y  n o t  God H i m s e l f  but may be cy p h ers  
(29)
o f  God®
T h i r d l y ,  J a s p e r s *  c r i t i c i s m  o f  t h e  W el ta n sc h a u u n g  o f
w h ich  t h e  hew T es ta m en t  makes u s e  t o  e x p r e s s  t h e  I n c a r n a t i o n
n e ed  n o t  mark a g e n u in e  p a r t i n g  o f  t h e  way b e tw e e n  him and
C h r i s t i a n i t y *  Many p e o p l e  w i t h i n  t h e  Church a l s o  c o n s i d e r
t h a t  t h e  p i c t u r e  o f  t h e  t h r e e  declcor u n i v e r s e  w h ich  a l l o w s
God t o  i r r u p t  from t h e  t o p  f l o o r  i n t o  t h e  s e c o n d  i s  a
h in d r a n c e  t o  C h r i s t i a n  fa i th ®  I n d e e d ,  t h e o l o g i a n s  su ch
as Bultmann and Heim c e r t a i n l y  do n o t  c o n s i d e r  s u c h  a
W elta n sch a u u n g  t o  be e s s e n t i a l  t o  C h r i s t i a n i t y »  On th e  c o n -
t r a r y ,  t h e y  s e e k  t o  d i s p e n s e  w i t h  t h i s  w h o le  p i c t u r e  and t o
p r e s e n t  t h e  kerygma i n  a d i f f e r e n t  manner®
Where J a s p e r s *  p o s i t i o n  a p p ears  t o  be  i r r e c o n c i l a b l e
( 2 9 ) c fo  a l s o  t h e  p o s i t i v e  e l e m e n t  w h ic h  J a s p e r s  s e e s  i n  an
argument f o r  t h e  e x i s t e n c e  o f  God; The P e r e n n i a l  Scope  o f  
P h i l o s o p h y ,  p p ® 6 4 f» J a s p e r s *  p o s i t i o n  h e r e  i s  q u i t e  
s i m i l a r  t o  Bultm ann*s a s s e r t i o n  t h a t  J e s u s  r e v e a l s  o n l y
t h a t  he i s  t h e  R e v e a l e r  (T h e o lo g y  o f  The New T e sta m e n t  y o i  
I I ,  p .  66)  and t o  Tillich*^s^’'^hhwllblTiighb'M""tb'"y,  ^ _ aiTow any non-
s y m b o l i c  a s s e r t i o n  t o  be a p p l i e d  t o  God, s a v e  t h a t  He i s  
B e i n g - i t  s e l f ,
“ î66 “
w i t h  C h r i s t i a n i t y  i s  i n  h i s  t r e a t m e n t  o f  t h e  I n c a r n a t i o n  
i t s e l f ;  a n d  e v e n  h e r e  t h e r e  i s  a  m e a s u r e  o f  a g r e e m e n t ,  f o r  
t h e  C h r i s t i a n  c a n  a g r e e  w i t h  J a s p e r s  t h a t  J e s u s  i s  a  c y p h e r *  
( c f *  t h e  s t r o n g  t h e m e  i n  t h e  E o u r t h  G o s p e l  t h a t  J e s u s  p o i n t s  
b e y o n d  h i m s e l f  t o  t h e  F a t h e r ) *  H o w e v e r ,  t h e  o r t h o d o x  
C h r i s t i a n  p o s i t i o n  a s s e r t s  t w o  p o i n t s  w h i c h  J a s p e r s  c a n n o t  
a c c e p t *  F i r s t ,  J e s u s  a s  a  c y p h e r  i s  d e f i n i t i v e  a n d  f i n a l *  
A l t h o u g h ,  t h i s  c l a i m  d o e s  n o t  p r o h i b i t  G o d ’ s  a c t i o n  a n d  
p r e s e n c e  i n  o t h e r  c y p h e r s , n o  o t h e r  c y p h e r  c a n  s o  c o m p l e t e l y  
s h o w  t h e  p r e s e n c e  o f  G od®  F u r t h e r , i t  m a y  b e  t h a t  t h i s  
c l a i m  o f  f i n a l i t y  m e a n s  t h a t  a l l  o t h e r  c y p h e r s  h a v e  r e f e r e n c e  
t o  t h e  c y p h e r  o f  J e s u s  C h r i s t .  ” N o  m a n  c o r n e t h  u n t o  t h e  F a t h e r  
b u t  b y  m e ” ( J o h n  1 4 s 6 ) .  J a s p e r s , o f  c o u r s e ,  c a n n o t  a c c e p t  
s u c h  c l a i m s .  F o r  h i m  t h e y  s m a c k  o f  e x c l u s i v e n e s s .  J e s u s  i s  
a  c y p h e r  b u t  n o t  t h e  c y p h e r ,  n o t  d e f i n i t i v e ,  n o t  f i n a l ®
H o w e v e r ,  t h e  s e c o n d  d i f f e r e n c e  i s  e v e n  m o r e  f u n d a m e n t a l *  
T h e  C h r i s t i a n  s e e s  J e s u s  C h r i s t  a s  m o r e  t h a n  a  c y p h e r #  A  
c y p h e r  h a s  t h e  p r e s e n t  n e s s  o f  G o d ,  i . e .  a  c y p h e r  p o i n t s  t o  
T r a n s c e n d e n c e  w h i c h  i s  c o m p l e t e l y  d i f f e r e n t  f r o m  t h e  c y p h e r  
a s  a  s e n s u o u s  e n t i t y .  B u t ,  t h e  C h r i s t i a n  s e e s  i n  J e s u s  t h e  
p r e s e n c e  o f  G o d .  T o  d i s t i n g u i s h  b e t w e e n  J e s u s  a s  m a n  ( c y p h e r )  
a n d  J e s u s  a s  G o d  ( T r a n s c e n d e n c e )  r e s u l t s  i n  a n  o v er-sh a rp  
s e p a r a t i o n  o f  C h r i s t ’ s  d i v i n i t y  a n d  h u m a n i t y .  T h e  C h r i s t i a n  
a s s e r t s  t h a t  G o d  w a s  i n  C h r i s t ,  a n d  t h i s  c l a i m  d i f f e r s  f r o m
-  1 6 7  "
p h i l o s o p h i c  f a i t h  w h i c h  a s s e r t s  t h a t  o n l y  a  p r e s e i i t n e s s , n o t
G o d  H i m s e l f ,  w a s  i n  C h r i s t #  O f  c o u r s e ,  J a s p e r s  r e j e c t s  t h e  
C h r i s t i a n  c l a i m .  F o r  h i m  i t  s h o w s  t h e  c o n f u s i o n  o f  T r a n s c e n d ­
e n c e  w i t h  a p p e a r a n c e  o r  c y p h e r s #
D o  w e  h a v e  h e r e ,  t h e n ,  a  t r u e  p a r t i n g  o f  t h e  w a y  b e t w e e n  
J a s p e r s  a n d  C h r i s t i a n i t y ?  I t  w o u l d  a p p e a r  s o  t o  u s #  J a s p e r s *  
r e j e c t i o n  o f  t h e  p r e s e n c e  o f  G o d  i n  C h r i s t  w o u l d  a p p e a r  t o  
a m o u n t  t o  t h e  r e j e c t i o n  o f  t h e  s c a n d a l  o f  p a r t i c u l a r i t y ;  n o t  
o f  p a r t i c u l a r i t y  i n  g e n e r a l ,  f o r  J a s p e r s  i s  q u i t e  r e a d y t o  
a l l o w  t h e  p o s s i b l e  p r e s e n t n e s s  o f  G o d  i n  a l l  p h e n o m e n a ,  b u t  
r a t h e r  t h e  s t u m b l i n g  b l o c k  o f  C h r i s t o l o g y  w h i  c h  a s s e r t s  a  
d e f i n i t i v e ,  n o r m a t i v e  r e v e l a t i o n  i n  t h e  p a r t i c u l a r  p e r s o n  o f  
J e s u s  C h r i s t .
H o w e v e r ,  w e  a s k  a  d i f f e r e n t  q u e s t i o n  i f  w e  a s k  i f  J a s p e r s ’
b a s i c  p h i l o s o p h i c  p o s i t i o n  i s  i n c o m p a t i b l e  w i t h  C h r i s t i a n i t y *
J a s p e r s  a l l o w s  t h a t  G o d  o r  T r a n s c e n d e n c e  m a n i f e s t s  H i m s e l f
i n  a p p e a r a n c e ,  i # e * t h a t  m a n ’ s  s e a r c h  f o r  r e a l i t y  i s  m e t  b y
G o d ’ s  p r e s e n t n e s s  i n  t h e  w o r l d ,  a n d  R o b e r t s  j u d g e s  t h a t  t h i s
a d m i s s i o n  i s  o n l y  o n e  s t e p  a w a y  f r o m  t h e  C h r i s t i a n  f a i t h  i n  t h e
I n c a r n a t i o n .
I f  J a s p e r s  r e a l l y  b e l i e v e s  t h a t  b e i n g - i t s e l f  
m a n i f e s t s  i t s e l f  i n  h i s t o r y ,  a n d  d o e s  n o t  r e g a r d  
c o m m e r c e  b e t w e e n  m a n  a n d  T r a n s c e n d e n c e  a s  a  
o n e - w a y  p r o c e s s  i n  w h i c h  m a n  m u s t  d o  a l l  t h e  
s e a r c h i n g  a n d  c l i m b i n g  a l o n e ,  t h e n  h e  h a s  a l r e a d y  
a s s e n t e d  t o  w h a t  m i g h t  f a i r l y  b e  c a l l e d  t h e  
C h r i s t o l o g i c a l  p r i n c i p l e , 3 0  )
( 3 0  ) R o b e r t s ,  o p . c i t # ,  p # 271
F u r t h e r ,  R o b e r t s  i s  o f  t h e  o p i n i o n  t h a t  J a s p e r s  
d i s  a l l o w s  t h e  e x t r a  s t e p  w h i c h  a s s e r t s  t h a t  ’ G o d  w a s  i n  
Cl ' i r  1 s t *  o n  a r b i t r a r y  g r o u n d s  *
B u t  i f  h e  ( J a s p e r s )  b e l i e v e s  t h a t  B e i n g  i t s e l f  
i s  m a n i f e s t  a t  a l l  i n  h i s t o r y ,  w h y  d o e s  h e  
a s s u m e  t h a t  n o  s u c h  m a n i f e s t a t i o n  c a n  t a k e  t h e  
f o r m  o f  i d e n t i t y  ( G o d - m a n h o o d ) ?  H e r e  h e  b r i n g s  
’ a l r e a d y  f i n i s h e d ’ a s s u m p t i o n s  a b o u t  t h e  n a t u r e  
o f  T r a n s c e n d e n c e  a n d  t h e  n a t u r e  o f  h i s t o r i c i t y  
t o  b e a r  u p o n  t h e  C h r i s t  o l o g i c a l  p r o b l e m ,  ( 3 - 1 )  '
H e  e x c l u d e s  G o d - m a n h o o d  o n  t h e  b a s i s  o f  a  g e n e r a l  
n o t i o n  c o n c e r n i n g  c o n n e c t i o n s  b e t w e e n  T r a n s c e n d e n c e  
a n d  h i s t o r y ,  w h i c h  c a n n o t  b e  r e c o n c i l e d  w i t h  h i s  
i n s i s t e n c e  t h a t  t h e r e  i s  n o  f i n a l i t y *  ( 3 2 )
R o b e r t s  s e e m s  t o  j u d g e  r i g h t l y  w h e n  h e  s a y s  t h a t  
J a s p e r s  h a s  m u c h  t o  s a y  t o  t h e o l o g i a n s ,  b u t  t h a t  h e  l i m i t s  
h i s  o p e n n e s s  t o  T r a n s c e n d e n c e  a n d  i t s  m a n i f e s t a t i o n s  w h e n  
h e  s e e k s  t o  a s s e r t  w h a t  T r a n s c e n d e n c e  c a n n o t  b e c o m e *
A l l  o u r  s y m b o l s  a n d  d o c t r i n e s  m a y  b e  i n a d e q u a t e ,  
j u s t  b e c a u s e  t h e y  a r e  o u r s ,  t o  e x p r e s s  G o d ’ s  
s e l f - r e l e v a t i o n  i n  h i s t o r y *  B u t  i t  d o e s  n o t  
f o l l o w  t h a t  G o d  h a s  n o t  r e v e a l e d  H i m s e l f  i n  H i s t o r y ,  
u n i q u e l y ,  i n  C h r i s t  * ( 3 3 )
N o t w i t h s t a n d i n g  t h e  t r u t h  t h a t  J a s p e r s  a c c e p t s  s o m e t h i n g  
l i k e  ’ t h e  C h r i s t o l o g i c a l  p r i n c i p l e ’ , i t  m u s t  b e  s e e n  t h a t  
J a s p e r s ’ i n s i s t e n c e  t h a t  J e s u s  i s  n o  m o r e  t h a n  a  c y p h e r  o f
(31 )  I b i d . , p . 270
(32)  I b i d . ; p . 271
(3 3 ) I b i d . ; p . 272
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T r a n s c e n d e n c e  i s  n o t  a n  a r b i t r a r y  j u d g e m e n t ,  b u t  t h a t  i t  
f o l l o w s  f r o m  h i s  b a s i c  p h i l o s o p h i c a l  p o s i t i o n *  F o r  J a s p e r s ,  
T r a n s c e n d e n c e  i s  t h a t  w h i c h  c a n  o n l y  b e  p o i n t e d  t o  b y  s e n s i b l y  
p e r c e i v e d  p h e n o m e n a ,  1 * e .  T r a n s c e n d e n c e  c a n  n e v e r  b e  w h o l l y  
a c t u a l i z e d  i n  p h e n o i T i m a .  S u c h  a n  i d e a  i s  a  c o n t r a d i c t i o n  i n  
t e r m s *  T r a n s c e n d e n c e  i s  m a n i f e s t e d  i n  c y p h e r s ,  b u t  c y p h e r s ,  
a s  s e n s u o u s  e n t i t i e s ,  a r e  n e v e r  e q u a t e d  w i t h  T r a n s c e n d e n c e #  
H e n c e ,  r e c o g n i z i n g  t h e  t r u t h  t h a t  J e s u s  i s  a  c y p h e r  o f  
T r a n s c e n d e n c e  d o e s  n o t  i n  a n y  w a y  l e a d  J a s p e r s  t o  t h e  f u r t h e r  
a s s e r t i o n  t h a t  J e s u s  i s  G o d *  A c c o r d i n g  t o  J a s p e r s ,  n o  
m a n ,  n o  t h i n g ,  i s  G o d ,  b u t  a n y  m a n ,  a n y  t h i n g  m a y  b e  a  c y p h e r  
o f  G o d *
T h i s  e s s e n t i a l  d i f f e r e n c e  b e t w e e n  J a s p e r s  a n d  o r t h o d o x  
C h r i s t i a n i t y  m a y  b e  s e e n  q u i t e  c l e a r l y  i n  h i s  d e b a t e  w i t h
( 3 4 )
R u d o l f  B u l t m a n n *  T h e r e  J a s p e r s  e m p h a t i c a l l y  a n d  r e p e a t e d l y  
r e j  e c t s ,
T h e  b e l i e f  t h a t  G o d  m a n i f e s t s  h i m s e l f  a t  a  g i v e n  
p l a c e  a n d  t i m e ,  t h a t  H e  h a s  r e v e a l e d  h i m s e l f  
d i r e c t l y  a t  o n e  p l a c e  a n d  t i m e  a n d  o n l y  t h e r e  a n d  
t h e n ,  ( w h i c h )  m a k e s  G o d  a p p e a r  a s  a  f i x e d  t h i n g ,  
a n  o b j e c t  i n  t h e  w o r l d *  T h i s  o b j e c t i v e  e n t i t y  
i s  s u p p o s e d  n o t  o n l y  t o  b e  r e v e r e d  o n  t h e  b a s i s  
o f  t r a d i t i o n ,  b u t  a l s o  t o  p o s s e s s  t h e  a b s o l u t e n e s s
o f  g o d h e a d *(3-5 )
( 3 4 ) ;  J a s p e r s ,  K a r l ;  a n d  B u l t m a n n ,  R u d o l f ,  M y t h  a n d  C h r i s t i a n i t y :  
A n  i n q u i r y  I n t o  T h e  P o s s i b i l i t y  o f  R e l i g i o n  W i t h o u t  M y t h #
(33 1 IDido 5 p * 41 s
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So t o o ,  Bultmann r e j e c t s  any p r e s e n t a t i o n  t h a t  makes
( 36 )
God an o b j e c t  i n  t h e  world#  To t h i s  end Bultmann c o n t e n d s ,
What m a t t e r s  i s  t h a t  t h e  i n c a r n a t i o n  s h o u l d  n o t  
he c o n c e i v e d  o f  a s  a m i r a c l e  t h a t  happened  about  
1950 y e a r s  a g o ,  b u t  as  an e s  c h a t o l o g i c a l  h a p p e n in g ,  
w h ic h ,  b e g i n n i n g  w i t h  J e s u s ,  i s  a lw a y s  p r e s e n t  
i n  th e  words o f  men p r o c l a i m i n g  i t  t o  be a human 
e x p e r i e n c e #  (37)
When t h e  r e v e l a t i o n  i s  t r u l y  u n d e r s t o o d  as God’ s 
r e v e l a t i o n ,  i t  i s  no l o n g e r  a co m m u n ica t io n  o f  
t e a c h i n g ,  n o r  o f  e t h i c a l  or h i s t o r i c a l  and p h i l o s o p h ­
i c a l  t r u t h s , b u t  God s p e a k in g  d i r e c t l y  t o  me, 
a s s i g n i n g  me e a c h  t im e  t o  t h e  p l a c e  t h a t  i s  a l l o t t e d  
me b e f o r e  God, i . e . ,  summoning me i n  my h u m a n ity ,  
w h ic h  i s  n u l l  w i t h o u t  God, and w hich  i s  open t o  
God o n l y  i n  t h e  r e c o g n i z a t i o n  o f  i t s  n u l l i t y .  ( 3 6 )
However, t h e r e  i s  a sh arp  d i f f e r e n c e  h e r e  b e tw e e n  Bultmann  
and J a s p e r s #  Bultmann d e n i e s  t h e  o b j e c t i v e  g u a r a n t e e  o f  a 
p a s t  e v e n t  f o r  a d e c i s i o n  o f  f a i t h  i n  t h e  p r e s e n t J a s p e r s  
d e n i e s  t h e  p o s s i b i l i t y  o f  an. o b j e c t i v e  embodiment o f  T r a n s c e n d -  
e n c e  i n  t h e  p a s t  or i n  t h e  presen t®  J a s p e r s  can n ot  a g re e  
w i t h  Bultmann inasm uch  as he r i g h t l y  s e e s  t h a t  i n  s p i t e  o f  
B u ltm an n ’ s i n s i s t e n c e  upon r e v e l a t i o n  a s  b e i n g  i n  t h e  p r e s e n t ,  
as b e i n g  prp^ m e, i t  ’b e g i n s ’ w i t h  J e s u s *
(36), I b i d . ,  p . 67
(37)  I b i d . ,  p . 69
(3&) I b i d . ; p. 69
9 ). I b i d .  ; p .  69
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i t  seems t o  me ( t o  J a s p e r s )  t l i a t  by  
a s s e r t i n g  t h a t  God’ s summons to d e c i s i o n ,  or  
t h e  e n c o u n t e r ,  s t i l l  t a k e s  p l a c e  by way o f  
t h a t  m i r a c l e  o f  about 1950 y e a r s  a g o ,  you  
(Bultmann) r e t a i n  t h e  o b j e c t i v i t y  o f  t h e  
r e v e l a t i o n #  ( 4 0 )
Yet 5 i t  i s  n o t  ’ r e v e l a t i o n  t h r o u g h  o b j e c t i v i t y ’ as  
s u c h  t h a t  J a s p e r s  o p p o s e s ,  f o r  he t o o  s e e s  t h a t  a l l  
r e v e l a t i o n  o f  T r a n s c e n d e n c e  must come th r o u g h  m a t e r i a l  
e n t i t i e s ;  r a t h e r  J a s p e r s  r e b e l s  a g a i n s t  t h e  c l a im s  f o r  t h e  
r e v e l a t i o n  o f  J e s u s  C h r i s t  t o  be i n  any way f i n a l  or  
d e f i n i t i v e »
My p r i m i s e  i s  t h i s  : No one p o s s e s s e s  t h e  one
t r u t h  v a l i d  f o r  a l l #  No one o c c u p i e s  a v a n t a g e  
p o i n t  from w h ic h  he can s u r v e y  a l l  t r u t h s  » ®. » {41 )
L i b e r a l i s m  r e c o g n i z e s  t h e  h i s t o r i c a l  s o u r c e s  o f  
our s p i r i t u a l  l i f e , w h a t e v e r  t h e y  may be# For  
i n s t a n c e ,  we W e s te r n e r s  r e c o g n i z e  t h e  im p o r ta n c e  
o f  t h e  B ib le o  But l i b e r a l i s m  r e p u d i a t e s  t h e  
i d e a  o f  an e x c l u s i v e  t r u t h  f o r m u l a t e d  i n  a credo® 
I t  r e c o g n i z e s  t h a t  t h e  way t o  God i s  p o s s i b l e  a l s o  
w i t h o u t  C h r i s t ,  and t h a t  t h e  A s ia n s  can  f i n d  i t  
w i t h o u t  t h e  B i b l e # (4 2 )
T h i s  r e j e c t i o n  by J a s p e r s  o f  t h e  c l a i m  o f  f i n a l i t y  
f o r  t h e  r e v e l a t i o n  o f  J e s u s  C h r i s t  r e s t s  upon  h i s  b a s i c  
r e j e c t i o n  o f  J e s u s  as  a n y t h in g  more th a n  a cypher  o f  God;
( 4 0 )  I b i d . ,  p . 77
( 4 1 )  I b i d # , p . 82
(4 2 )  I b i d # 5 p # 46
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a n d  t h a t  t h i s  i s  t h e  r e j e c t i o n  o f  t h e  ’ s c a n d a l  o f  
p a r t i c u l a r i t y ’ i s  w e l l  r e c o g n i z e d  b y  B u l t m a n n ®
F o r  J a s p e r s ,  t h e  C h r i s t i a n  f a i t h ’ s  s t u m b l i n g  
b l o c k  i s  i t s  c l a i m  t o  a b s o l u t e n e s s .  P e r h a p s  
I  s h o u l d  b e  q u i t e  s a t i s f i e d  w i t h  t h e  e f f e c t  
m y  a t t e m p t  a t  d e m y t h o l o g i z a t i o n  h a s  h a d  o n  h i m .
A f t e r  a l l ,  t h e  p u r p o s e  o f  d e m y t h o l o g i z a t i o n  i s  
t o  m a k e  t h e  s t u m b l i n g  b l o c k  r e a l  . . . #  T h i s  
c l a i m  ( o f  t h e  C h r i s t i a n  f a i t h  t o  a b s o l u t e n e s s )  
c a n - " b u t  a l s o  m u s t - -  b e  r a i s e d  b y  t h e  b e l i e v e r  
o n l y ,  n o t  o n  t h e  b a s i s  o f  a  c o m p a r i s o n  w i t h  
o t h e r  m o d e s  o f  f a i t h ,  b u t  s o l e l y  a s  a n s w e r  
t o  t h e  w o r d  t h a t  i s  c o n c r e t e l y  a d d r e s s e d  t o  m e .
A n d  t h i s  a n s w e r  i s  : ” L o r d  t o  w h o m  s h a l l  w e  g o ?
t h o u  h a s t  t h e  w o r d s  o f  e t e r n a l  l i f e ” ( J o h n  6 : 68)0  ( 4 3 )
M o r e o v e r ,  J a s p e r s ’ r e p l y  s h o w s  t h a t  B u l t m a n n  r i g h t l y  
s e e s  t h e  c l a i m  o f  a b s o l u t e n e s s  f o r  C h r i s t i a n  f a i t h ,  w h i  c h  
r e s u l t s  f r o m  t h e  c l a i m  o f  a b s o l u t e n e s s  f o r  C h r i s t ,  t o  b e  
a  p o i n t  o f  r a d i c a l  d i v e r g e n c e  b e t w e e n  J a s p e r s  a n d  
C h r i s t i a n i t y .
T h e  d i f f e r e n c e  b e t w e e n  t h e  s t u m b l i n g  b l o c k  
a s  y o u  ( B u l t m a n n )  u n d e r s t a n d  i t ,  a n d  a s  a  
p o s s i b l e  p h i l o s o p h y  m i g h t  e n v i s a g e  i t ,  i s  
t h i s ,  i f  I  a m  n o t  m i s t a k e n  : t h o u g h  y o u  r e p u d i a t e  
a l l  o b j e c t i v e  f i x a t i o n s ,  y o u  n e v e r t h e l e s s  d e p e n d  
u p o n  a n  o b j e c t i v e  h i s t o r i c a l  f a c t ,  p r e s e n t  t o  
u s  i n  t h e  V / o r d ,  w i t h  t h e  r e s u l t  t h a t  ” t h e  c l a i m  
o f  C h r i s t i a n  f a i t h  t o  a b s o l u t e n e s s ”  n o t  o n l y  c a n  
b u t  a l s o  m u s t  b e  r a i s e d  b y  e a c h  b e l i e v e r ,  n a m e l y  
a s  ” t h e  a n s w e r  t o  t h e  w o r d  o f  C o d , ”  w h i  c h  i s  t h e  
w o r d  o f  C h r i s t .  W h e r e a s  t h e  p h i l o s o p h e r ,  t h o u g h  
d e p e n d i n g  u n c o n d i t i o n a l l y  u p o n  b e i n g  g i v e n  t o  
h i m s e l f  i n  f r e e d o m  t h r o u g h  t r a n s c e n d e n c e ,  m a k e s  
n o  a b s o l u t e  c l a i m  w i t h  r e s p e c t  o f  o t h e r s .  ( 4 4 )
( 4 3 ). I b i d . ,  p . 7 1
(4 4 ) I b i d . ,  p . 8 0





C hapter  7
THE DOCTRINE OF TRANSCENDENCE IN RUDOLF OTTO’S 
THE IDEA OF THE HOLY,
The s u b j e c t  o f  O t t o ’ s s t u d y  i s  e x p r e s s e d  i n  t h e  s u b ­
t i t l e  o f  h i s  b ook  as ’An I n q u i r y  i n t o  t h e  N o n - r a t i o n a l  
F a c t o r  i n  t h e  I d e a  o f  t h e  D i v i n e  and I t s  R e l a t i o n  t o  t h e  
R a t i o n a l ’ . He i s  co n c e r n e d  t h a t  s t u d i e s  o f  r e l i g i o n  s h o u ld  
s t o p  s h o r t  a t  i n v e s t i g a t i n g  t h e  r a t i o n a l  e l e m e n t s  i n  r e l i g i o n s  
or t h e  s o c i a l  and p s y c h o l o g i c a l  c o n d i t i o n s  w h ic h  a t t e n d  and 
a f f e c t  t h e  d e v e lo p m e n t  o f  r e l i g i o n s #  He c o n s i d e r s  t h a t  
r e l i g i o n  i s  a w e l l  b l e n d e d  m ix tu r e  o f  r a t i o n a l  and n o n ­
r a t  iônal e l e m e n t  s . and r e f e r s  t o  i t  as a f a b r i c  o f  w h ich  t h e s e
( 1)
two e l e m e n t s  a r e  t h e  w o o f  and warp# However,  h a v in g  
s t r e s s e d  t h e  im p o r ta n ce  o f  b o th  e l e m e n t s ,  O t to  makes i t  q u i t e  
c l e a r  t h a t  t h e  b a s i s  o f  r e l i g i o n  i s  t h e  n o n - r a t i o n a l  f e e l i n g  
e le m e n t  #
I t  i s  t h i s  f e e l i n g  w h ic h ,  em erg in g  i n  t h e  mind o f  
p r im e v a l  man, form s t h e  s t a r t i n g  p o i n t  f o r  t h e  
e n t i r e  r e l i g i o u s  d ev e lo p m en t  i n  h i s t o r y .  ’Daemons’ 
and ’g o d s ’ a l i k e  s p r i n g  from t h i s  r o o t ,  and a l l  t h e  
p r o d u c t s  o f  ’m y t h o l o g i c a l  a p p e r c e p t i o n ’ or  ’ f a n t a s y *  
a re  n o t h i n g  b ut  d i f f e r e n t  modes i n  w h ic h  i t  h a s  b e e n  
obj e c t i f i e d . (2 )
(1 )  O t t o ,  R u d o l f ,  The I d e a  o f  The H o ly ,  p p . 47;  49; 120;  c f#
X V l l ,
(2 )  I b i d . ,  p . 1 5 .
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I t  w i l l  be  our i n t e n t i o n  i n  t h i s  p a p e r  t o  show how 
t h i s  ap p r o a ch  t o  th e  s t u d y  o f  r e l i g i o n  a r r i v e s  a t  t h e  i d e a  
o f  a t r a n s c e n d e n t  Cod, and i n  o r d e r  t o  d e m o n s t r a t e  t h i s  we 
s h a l l  i n v e s t i g a t e  t h e  p r e s u p p o s i t i o n s  w h ich  l i e  b e h in d  such  
an a p p r o a ch  as  w e l l  a s  t h e  d e s c r i p t i o n  o f  t h e  r e l i g i o u s  
f e e l i n g  i t s e l f #
Two b a s i c  p r e s u p p o s i t i o n s  are  made b y  O t to  i n  r e g a r d  
t o  o n e ’ s a w a r e n e s s  o f  t h e  Numinous. F i r s t ,  he  p r e s u p p o s e s  
t h a t  t h i s  a w a r e n e s s  or  t h i s  f e e l i n g  i s  n o t  m e r e l y  a s u b j e c -  
tLve e m o t io n ,  b u t  r a t h e r  t h e  r e s p o n s e  t o  a t r u e  p r e s e n c e ,  i . e .  
t h a t  t h e  numinous f e e l i n g  i s  t h e  ’ shadow ’ o f  t h e  Numinous  
w h ich  p o i n t s  beyond  i t s e l f  and t h u s  r e s u l t s  i n  a ’k n o w in g ’ 
o f  t h e  Numinous,  Harvey;, O t t o ’ s E n g l i s h
sum m arizes  h i s  p o s i t i o n  as  f o l l o w s  ;
But o f  s t i l l  more s i g n i f i c a n c e  i s  t h e  a u t h o r ’ s 
( O t t o ’ s )  argument i n  r e l a t i o n  t o  • • •  t h e  q u e s t i o n  
o f  s u b j e c t i v i s m #  Here we a re  shown t h a t  t h e  
r e l i g i o u s  ’ f e e l i n g ’ p r o p e r l y  i n v o l v e s  a u n iq u e  k in d  
o f  a p p r e h e n s i o n ,  s u i  g e n e r i s ,  n o t  t o  be  re d u ced  t o  
o r d i n a r y  i n t e l l e c t u a l  o r  r a t i o n a l  ’k n o w in g ’ w i t h  i t s  
t e r m i n o l o g y  o f  n o t i o n s  and c o n c e p t s ,  and y e t  -  -  
and t h i s  i s  t h e  p a ra d o x  o f  t h e  m a t t e r  -  -  i t s e l f  a 
g e n u in e  ’k n o w in g ’ , t h e  g ro w in g  a w a r e n e s s  o f  an o b j e c t ,  
d e i t y #  A l l  t h e  ’ f e e l i n g s ’ and e m o t io n s  t h a t  r e c u r  
t h e  same t h r o u g h  a l l  t h e i r  d i v e r s i t i e s  o f  m a n i f e s - - 
t a t i o n  i n  d i f f e r e n t  r e l i g i o n s  are  shown t o  be j u s t  
t h e  r e f l e c t i o n  i n  human f e e l i n g  o f  t h i s  a w a r e n e s s ,  
as  i t  ch a n g es  and grows r i c h e r  and more u n m i s t a k a b l e ;  
a r e s p o n s e ,  so  t o  s p e a k ,  t o  t h e  im p a c t  upon t h e  human 
mind o f  ’ t h e  d i v i n e ’ , as  i t  r e v e a l s  i t s e l f  w h e th e r  
o b s c u r e l y  or  c l e a r l y #  The pr im ary  f a c t  i s  t h e  c o n ­
f r o n t a t i o n  o f  t h e  human mind w i t h  a S o m e th in g ,  whose  
c h a r a c t e r  i s  o n l y  g r a d u a l l y  l e a r n e d ,  b u t  w h ich  i s  
from  t h e  f i r s t  f e l t  a s  a t r a n s c e n d e n t  p r e s e n c e ,  ’ th e  
b e y o n d ’ , e v e n  w here  i t  i s  a l s o  f e l t  a s  ’ t h e  w i t h i n ’ m a n , (3 )
(3 )  I b i d .  pp .  x i v  f ,
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O t t o ’ s d e s i r e  t o  e s t a b l i s h  t h e  v a l i d i t y  o f  r e l i g i o u s  
f e e l i n g ’ s p o i n t i n g  t o  S om eth in g  o u t s i d e  o f  man may be  s e e n  
i n  h i s  c r i t i c i s m  o f  S c h l e i e r m a c h e r ’ s i d e a  o f  c r e a t u r e - c o n -  
s c i o u s n e s s .  S c h l e i e r m a c h e r ’ s ’ f e e l i n g  o f  d e p e n d e n c e ’ r e s t e d  
upon t h e  i d e a  o f  c r e a t e d n e s s  ( G e s c h a f f e n h e i t ) from w h ic h  he  
r a t i o n a l l y  i n f e r r e d  a c r e a t o r  upon whom c r e a t u r e s  depend*  
O t t o ,  on t h e  o t h e r  hand ,  r e j e c t s  such  a r a t i o n a l ,  i n f e r e n t i a l  
ap proach  and s t a r t s  from  t h e  i d e a  o f  o r e a t u r e h o o d  
( G e s c h o p f l i c h k e i t ) .  The i d e a  o f  c r e a t u r e h o o d ,  f a r  from  
b e i n g  t h e  b a s i s  o f  o n e ’ s b e l i e f  i n  God, i s  r e a l l y  t h e  r e s u l t
#ivr37>»sni»i[/rt>rtTr •  "
o f  o n e ’ s im m e d ia te  a w a r e n e s s  o f  Him. O t to  c o n s i d e r s  t h a t
S c h l e i e r m a c h e r ’ s a p proach  r e s u l t s  i n  an i n s i s t e n c e  upon t h e
r e a l i t y  o f  o n e s e l f  w h e re a s  h i s  own a p proach  i n s i s t s  upon
(4 )
t h e  r e a l i t y  o f  God. I n  t h i s  l a t t e r  p o s i t i o n ,
There i s  no t h o u g h t  • • •  o f  any c a u s a l  r e l a t i o n  
b e t w e e n  God, t h e  c r e a t o r ,  and t h e  s e l f ,  t h e  
c r e a t u r e .  The p o i n t  from w h ic h  s p e c u l a t i o n  
s t a r t s  i s  n o t  a ’ c o n s c i o u s n e s s  o f  a b s o l u t e  
d e p e n d e n c e ’ -  -  o f  m y s e l f  as  r e s u l t  and e f f e c t  
o f  a d i v i n e  c a u s e  -  -  f o r  t h a t  w ould  i n  p o i n t  
o f  f a c t  l e a d  t o  i n s i s t e n c e  upon t h e  r e a l i t y  
o f  t h e  s e l f ;  i t  s t a r t s  from a c o n s c i o u s n e s s  o f  
t h e  a b s o l u t e  s u p e r i o r i t y  o r  supremacy o f  a power  
o t h e r  th a n  m y s e l f  • • • •  ( 5)
T h i s ,  t h e n ,  i s  t h e  f i r s t  p r e s u p p o s i t i o n  t h a t  O t to
(4 )  I b i d . , P P .2 0 -S 2 ,
(5 )  I b i d . ,  p . 2 2 .
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m a k e s  c o n c e r u i n g  t h e  r e l i g i o u s  f e e l i n g  -  -  t h a t  t h e  n u m i n ­
o u s  f e e l i n g  i s  t h e  r e s u l t  o f  a  P r e s e n c e ,  a  ’ S o m e t h i n g *  t h a t  
a p p e a r s  t o  t h e  m i n d  o f  a  p e r s o n .  T h e  s e c o n d  p r e s u p p o s i t i o n  
r e g a r d s  t h e  m i n d ’ s  a b i l i t y  t o  r e c e i v e  s u c h  a  p r e s e n c e .  
A c c o r d i n g  t o  O t t o ,  t h e  m i n d  h a s  a n  a  p r i o r i  c a p a c i t y  t o
r e c e i v e  a  ’ v i s i t a t i o n *  o f  t h e  N u m i n o u s  b e c a u s e  ’ t h e  h o l y ’
( 6 )
e x i s t s  a s  a n  a  p r i o r i  c a t e g o r y  o f  m a n .  O t t o  c o n n e c t s  t h i s
i d e a  o f  t h e  h o l y  a s  a  c a t e g o r y  o f  m a n  w i t h  t h e  i d e a  o f  a n
’ i n b o r n  S p i r i t ’ w i t h i n  m a n .  I n d e e d ,  h e  g o e s  s o  f a r  a s  t o
( 7 )
e q u a t e  t h e  t w o .  F u r t h e r m o r e ,  a c c o r d i n g  t o  O t t o ,  n o t  t o  a l l o w  
t h a t  m a n  h a s  s u c h  a  c a p a c i t y  i s  t o  h a v e  a n  i n a d e q u a t e  c o n ­
c e p t i o n  o f  m a n ,  f o r  t h e  r e c e p t i o n  o f  t h e  n u m i n o u s  f e e l i n g  i s  
t o  b e  o b s e r v e d  i n  a l l  r e l i g i o n s .  T o  i g n o r e  t h i s  a w a r e n e s s  
i s  t o  e s t a b l i s h  a n  i n c o m p l e t e  p i c t u r e  o f  m a n  s i m i l a r  t o  ” t h e
a t t e m p t  t o  f r a m e  a  s t a n d a r d  i d e a  o f  t h e  h u m a n  b o d y  a f t e r  h a v -
(8 )
i n g  p r e v i o u s l y  c u t  o f f  t h e  h e a d ” .
N o w  w e  a r e  i n  a  p o s i t i o n  t o  a s k  h o w  s u c h  a n  a w a r e n e s s  o f  
t h e  N u m i n o u s  t a k e s  p l a c e .  S u c h  a n  i n q u i r y  i s  l e g i t i m a t e  
i n s o f a r  a s  w e  e x p e c t  d e s c r i p t i o n  r a t h e r  t h a n  e x p l a n a t i o n .  A s  
w e  h a v e  a l r e a d y  s e e n  t h e  a p p r e h e n s i o n  o f  G o d  i n  r e l i g i o u s  
f e e l i n g  i s  a n  a p p r e h e n s i o n  s j ^ ^  t h u s  p r o h i b i t i n g  a n y
( 6 ) I b i d . ,  p p .  6 2 - 6 4 ;  1 1 6 - 1 2 0 .
( 7 )  c f .  I b i d . ,  p . 6 3 .  ” A n d  t h i s  S p i r i t ,  t h i s  i n b o r n  c a p a c i t y  
t o  r e c e i v e  a n d  u n d e r s t a n d  . . . . ”
( 8 ) I b i d . ,  p . 3 7 ,  n o t e  2 .
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e x p l a n a t i o n  i n  t e r m s  o f  o t h e r  b e i n g s ,  c a t e g o r i e s ,  o r  c o n ­
c e p t s  ,  S o  i t  i s  t h a t  O t t o ’ s  m e t h o d  i s  d e l i b e r a t e l y  a n d  
n e c e s s a r i l y  d e s c r i p t i v e .  H e  d i r e c t s  h i s  w r i t i n g  t o  t h o s e  
w h o  h a v e  k n o w n  ” a  m o m e n t  o f  d e e p l y - f e l t  r e l i g i o n s  e x p e r i e n c e ” 
a n d  w h o  a r e  w i l l i n g  t o  d i s c u s s  t h i s  e x p e r i e n c e  w i t h o u t  
a t t e m p t i n g  t o  d e f i n e  i t .  A t  t h e  v e r y  b e g i n n i n g  o f
O f  T h e  H o l y ,  h e  a d v i s e s  t h o s e  w h o  a r e  n o t  s o  i n c l i n e d  n o t  t o
(9)
b o t h e r  r e a d i n g  t h i s  b o o k .  O t t o  m a k e s  u s e  o f  s u c h  a  m e t h o d  
f o r  t h e  t w o  r e a s o n s  w e  h a v e  n o t e d  a b o v e .  F i r s t ,  t h e  N u m i n o u s
i s  o f  s u c h  a  n a t u r e  a s  t o  b e  i n e x p l i c a b l e  a n d  " m u s t  b e
( 10 )
d i r e c t l y  e x p e r i e n c e d  i n  o n e - s e l f  t o  b e  u n d e r s t o o d ” .  S e c o n d ,
s i n c e  t h e  h o l y  i s  a n  ; g r i ^ g r ^  c a p a c i t y  o f  t h e  m i n d ,  i t  m a y  b e
p o s s i b l e  t o  a r o u s e  i n  o n e  t h e  a w a r e n e s s  o f  t h e  N u m i n o u s ,  t o
l e a d  o n e  t o  e x p e r i e n c e  a n d  u n d e r s t a n d  i t  d i r e c t l y ,  b y  t h e
m e t h o d  o f  d e s c r i p t i v e  a n a l y s i s .
I t  w i l l  b e  o u r  e n d e a v o u r  t o  s u g g e s t  t h i s  u n n a m e d  
S o m e t h i n g  t o  t h e  r e a d e r  a s  f a r  a s  w e  m a y ,  s o  t h a t
h e  m a y  h i m s e l f  f e e l  i t .  T h e r e  i s  n o  r e l i g i o n  i n
w h i c h  i t  d o e s  n o t  l i v e  a s  t h e  r e a l  i n n e r m o s t  c o r e ,  
a n d  w i t h o u t  i t  n o  r e l i g i o n  w o u l d  b e  w o r t h y  o f  t h e  
n a m e . ( 1 1 )
H o w e v e r , v f h a t  t h e  N u m i n o u s  i s  c a n n o t  b e  t r u l y  e x p r e s s e d ,  
n o r  c a n  t h e  n u m i n o u s  f e e l i n g  b e  t r u l y  d e s c r i b e d .  W h a t  O t t o  
s e e k s  t o  d o  i s  t o  d e s c r i b e  c l o s e l y  r e l a t e d  o r  h i g h l y  s i m i l a r
( 9 )  I b i d . ,  p . 8 .
( 1 0 )  I b i d . , p . 1 0 .
( 1 1 )  I b i d . ,  p . 6 .
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f e e l i n g s  i n  a n  a t t e m p t  t o  e v o k e  t h e  t r u e  n u m i n o u s  f e e l i n g ,
I  s h a l l  s p e a k  t h e n  o f  a  u n i q u e  ’ n u m i n o u s *  c a t e g o r y  
o f  v a l u e  a n d  o f  a  d e f i n i t e l y  * n u m i n o u s  * s t a t e  o f  
m i n d ,  w h i c h  i s  a l w a y s  f o u n d  w h e r e v e r  t h e  c a t e g o r y  
i s  a p p l i e d .  T h i s  m e n t a l  s t a t e  i s  p e r f e c t l y  s u i  
g e n e r i s  a n d  i r r e d u c i b l e  t o  a n y  o t h e r ;  a n d  t h e r e -  
f o r e ,  l i k e  e v e r y  a b s o l u t e l y  p r i m a r y  a n d  e l e m e n t a r y  
d a t u m ,  w h i l e  i t  a d m i t s  o f  b e i n g  d i s c u s s e d ,  i t  c a n n o t  
b e  s t r i c t l y  d e f i n e d .  T h e r e  i s  o n l y  o n e  w a y  t o  h e l p  
a n o t h e r  t o  a n  u n d e r s t a n d i n g  o f  i t .  H e  m u s t  b e  g u i d ­
e d  a n d  l e d  o n  b y  c o n s i d e r a t i o n  a n d  d i s c u s s i o n  o f  t h e  
m a t t e r  t h r o u g h  t h e  w a y s  o f  h i s  o w n  m i n d ,  u n t i l  h e  
r e a c h  t h e  p o i n t  a t  w h i c h  * t h e  n u m i n o u s ’ i n  h i m  p e r ­
f o r c e  b e g i n s  t o  s t i r ,  t o  s t a r t  i n t o  l i f e  a n d  i n t o  
c o n s c i o u s n e s s .  W e  c a n  c o - o p e r a t e  i n  t h i s  p r o c e s s  
b y  b r i n g i n g  b e f o r e  h i s  n o t i c e  a l l  t h a t  c a n  b e  f o u n d  
i n  o t h e r  r e g i o n s  o f  t h e  m i n d ,  a l r e a d y  k n o w n  a n d  
f a m i l i a r ,  t o  r e s e m b l e ,  o r  a g a i n  t o  a f f o r d  s o m e  
s p e c i a l  c o n t r a s t  t o ,  t h e  p a r t i c u l a r  e x p e r i e n c e  w e  
w i s h  t o  e l u c i d a t e .  T h e n  w e  m u s t  a d d  : * T h i s  X  o f
o u r s  i s  n o t  p r e c i s e l y  t h i s  e x p e r i e n c e ,  b u t  a k i n  t o  
t h i s  o n e  a n d  t h e  o p p o s i t e  o f  t h a t  o t h e r .  C a n n o t
y o u  n o w  r e a l i z e  f o r  y o u r s e l f  w h a t  i t  i s ? ’ I n  o t h e r  
v ^ r o r d s  o u r  X  c a n n o t ,  s t r i c t l y  s p e a l c i n g ,  b e  t a u g h t ,  
i t  c a n  o n l y  b e  e v o k e d ,  a w a k e n e d  i n  t h e  m i n d ;  a s  
e v e r y t h i n g  t h a t  c o m e s  ’ o f  t h e  s p i r i t ’ m u s t  b e  a w a k e n ­
e d .  ( 1 2 )
I t  i s  i n  t h i s  w a y ,  t h e n ,  t h a t  O t t o  s e e k s  t o  d e s c r i b e  
t h e  n u m i n o u s  f e e l i n g .  A l t h o u g h  i t  c a n n o t  b e  d e s c r i b e d  
t r u l y  i n  o t h e r  t e r m s ,  c o n c e p t s ,  o r  f e e l i n g s ,  s i m i l a r  t e r m s ,  
c o n c e p t s  o r  f e e l i n g s  w h i c h  a r e  e x p r e s s i b l e  a r e  u s e d  t o  
r e f e r  t o  t h i s  i n e x p r e s s i b l e  f e e l i n g .  I n  s u c h  a  w a y  t h e  w o r d s  
a n d  c o n c e p t s  h e  e m p l o y s  a r e  m o r e  r i g h t l y  c a l l e d  * i d e o g r a m s  * ,
( 1 2 )  I b i d . ,  p . 7 .
“ 180  -
f o r  a n  i d e o g r a m  d i f f e r s  f r o m  a  c o n c e p t  i n  t h a t  t h e  f o r m e r  
h i n t s  a t  t h e  i n t e n d e d  i m p o r t  h y  a n a l o g y  w h e r e a s  t h e  l a t t e r
( 1 3 )
s p e a k s  v i r t u a l l y  o f  i t s  i m p o r t #
O t t o  c a l l s  t h i s  a s s o c i a t i o n  o f  s i m i l a r  f e e l i n g s  
’ s c h e m a t i z a t i o n ’ , a n d  h e  e x p l a i n s  h o w  s u c h  a s s o c i a t i o n  w o r k s  
h y  u s e  o f  t h e  n o t i o n  o f  ’ a s s o c i a t i o n  o f  i d e a s ’ a s  e x p l a i n e d  
i n  t h e  s c i e n c e  o f  p s y c h o l o g y .
I t  i s  a  w e l l - k n o w n  a n d  f u n d a m e n t a l  p s y c h o l o g i c a l  
l a w  t h a t  i d e a s  ’ a t t r a c t ’ o n e  a n o t h e r ,  a n d  t h a t  
o n e  w i l l  e x c i t e  a n o t h e r  a n d  c a l l  i t  i n t o  c o n s c i o u s ­
n e s s ,  i f  i t  r e s e m b l e s  i t .  A n  e n t i r e l y  s i m i l a r  
- l a w  h o l d s  g o o d  w i t h  r e g a r d  t o  f e e l i n g .  A  f e e l i n g ,  
n o  l e s s  t h a n  a n  i d e a ,  c a n  a r o u s e  i t s  l i k e  i n  t h e  
m i n d ;  a n d  t h e  p r e s e n c e  o f  t h e  o n e  i n  m y  c o n s c i o u s ­
n e s s  m a y  b e  t h e  o c c a s i o n  f o r  m y  e n t e r t a i n i n g  t h e  
o t h e r  a t  t h e  s a m . e  t i m e  B u t  i t  i s  i m p o r t a n t
h e r e  t o  r e c o g n i z e  t h e  t r u e  a c c o u n t  o f  t h e  p h e n o m e ^  
HDn.  W h a t  p a s s e s  o v e r - - u n d e r g o e s  t r a n s i t i o n - -  i s  
n o t  t h e  f e e l i n g  i t s e l f .  I t  i s  n o t  t h a t  t h e  a c t u a l  
f e e l i n g  g r a d u a l l y  c h a n g e s  i n  q u a l i t y  o r  ’ e v o l v e s ’ , 
i . e .  t r a n s m u t e s  i t s e l f  i n t o  a  q u i t e  d i f f e r e n t  o n e ,  
b u t  r a t h e r  t h a t  I^ p a s s  o v e r  o r  m a l c e  t h e  t r a n s i t i o n  
f r o m  o n e  f e e l i n g  t o  a n o t h e r  a s  m y  c i r c u m s t a n c e s  
c h a n g e ,  b y  t h e  g r a d u a l  d e c r e a s e  o f  t h e  o n e  a n d  
i n c r e a s e  o f  t h e  o t h e r . ( 1 4 )
H o w e v e r ,  O t t o ’ s  m e t h o d  o f  s c h e m a t i z a t i o n  s e e k s  a  
c l o s e r  a s s o c i a t i o n  b e t w e e n  a  r e l i g i o u s  f e e l i n g  a n d  a  n o n ­
r e l i g i o u s  f e e l i n g  t h a n  t h a t  o f  c h a n c e  c o n n e c t i o n  o r  e x t e r n a l  
a n a l o g y .  I n d e e d ,  h e  a r g u e s  t h a t  t h e r e  i s  a n  i n h e r e n t
( 1 3 )  I b i d . ,  p . 3 5
( 1 4 )  I b i d . ,  p p . 4 3 f .
“ l 8 l  ■*
a f f i n i t y  b e t w e e n  c e r t a i n  r e l i g i o u s  a n d  n o n - r e l i g i o u s  
f e e l i n g s .
T h e  ’ A s s o c i a t i o n  o f  I d e a s ’ d o e s  n o t  s i m p l y  
c a u s e  t h e  i d e a  t o  r e a p p e a r  i n  c o n s c i o u s ­
n e s s  w i t h  t h e  g i v e n  i d e a  x  o c c a s i o n a l l y  
o n l y ,  i t  a l s o  s e t s  u p  u n d e r  c e r t a i n  c i r c u m ­
s t a n c e s  l a s t i n g  c o m b i n a t i o n s  a n d  c o n n e x i o n s  
b e t w e e n  t h e  t w o .  A n d  t h i s -  i s  n o  l e s s  t r u e  o f  
t h e  a s s o c i a t i o n  o f  f e e l i n g s .  A c c o r d i n g l y ,  w e  
s e e  r e l i g i o u s  f e e l i n g  i n  p e r m a n e n t  c o n n e x i o n  
w i t h  o t h e r  f e e l i n g s  w h i c h  a r e  c o n j o i n e d  t o  i t  
i n  a c c o r d a n c e  w i t h  t h i s  p r i n c i p l e  o f  A s s o - -  
d a t i o n .  I t  i s ,  i n d e e d ,  m o r e  a c c u r a t e  t o  s a y  
’ c o n j o i n e d ’ t h a n  r e a l l y  ’ c o n n e c t e d ’ , f o r  s u c h  
m e r e  c o n j u n c t i o n s  o r  c h a n c e  c o n n e x i o n s  a c c o r d ­
i n g  t o  l a w s  o f  p u r e l y  e x t e r n a l  a n a l o g y  a r e  t o  
b e  d i s t i n g u i s h e d  f r o m  n e c e s s a r y  c o n n e x i o n s  
a c c o r d i n g  t o  p r i n c i p l e s  o f  a  t r u e  i n w a r d  
a f f i n i t y  a n d  c o h e s i o n ®  ( 1 5 )
O t t o  g i v e s  a s  a n  e x a m p l e  o f  t h e  s c h e m a t i z a t i o n  o f
r e l i g i o u s  a n d  n o n - r e l i g i o u s  f e e l i n g s  t h e  a s s o c i a t i o n  o f
t h e  f e e l i n g  r e s p o n s e s  t o  t h e  ’ m y s t e r i o u s ’ a n d  t h e  f e e l i n g
r e s p o n s e  t o  " t h i n g s  w h i c h  a r e  n o t  w h o l l y  u n d e r s t o o d ,
u n w o n t e d ,  a n d  a t  t h e  s a m e  t i m e  v e n e r a b l e  t h r o u g h  a g e " .  F i r s t ,
t h e  l a t t e r  f e e l i n g  c o n s t i t u t e s  t h e  o u t w a r d  a n a l o g i c a l
( 16 )
r e p r e s e n t a t i o n  o f  t h e  f o r m e r .  T h i s  a s s o c i a t i o n
( 1 5 )  I b i d . ,  p . 4 6
( 1 6 )  I b i d . ,  p p . 6 6 - 6 8
“ 1 8 2 “
m a y  b e  r e p r e s e n t e d  d i a g r a m m a t i c  a l l y  a s  f o l l o w s  :
'feeling of the mysterious feeling  of the not wholly understood
religious feelin g  non-religious feeling
Or,
feeling of the mysterious ^  religious feelin g
feelin g  of the not wholly understood non-religious feelin g
S e c o n d l y ,  s i n c e  t h e r e  i s  a  n e c e s s a r y  a s s o c i a t i o n  
b e t w e e n  t h e  f e e l i n g  o f  t h e  m y s t e r i o u s  a n d  t h e  f e e l i n g  o f
t h e  n o t  l A h o l l y  u n d e r s t o o d ,  t h e  l a t t e r  m a y  a r o u s e  t h e  f o r m e r
( 1 7 )
i n  t h e  m i n d  b y  a  s o r t  o f  ’ a n a m n e s i s  * o r  r e m i n d e r ®
D i a g r a m m a t i c a l l y , w e  m a y  e x p r e s s  t h i s  p o i n t  l i k e  t h i s  :
f e e l i n g  o f  t h e  n o t  w h o l l y  u n d e r s t o o d  . * ( m a y  l e a d  t o )
f e e l i n g  o f  t h e  
m y s t e r i o u s
B e f o r e  w e  g o  o n  t o  s e e  w h a t  O t t o  s a y s  ’ s c h e m a t i c a l l y ’ 
a b o u t  t h e  n u m i n o u s  f e e l i n g ,  l e t  u s  i n t e r r u p t  o u r  e x p o s i t i o n  
t o  s e e  w h a t  h i s  a p p r o a c h  a n d  m e t h o d  t e l l s  u s  o f  G o d ’ s  
t r a n s c e n d e n c e .  F i r s t ,  w e  n o t e  t h a t  O t t o ’ s  a p p r o a c h  s e e k s  
t o  a r r i v e  a t  a  ’ S o m e t h i n g ’ w h i c h  i s  f e l t  t o  b e  c o m p l e t e l y  
o t h e r  t h a n  a n y t h i n g  e l s e  t h a t  o n e  e x p e r i e n c e s .  E v e n  t h e
(17 )  I b i d . ,  p p . 2 6 - 2 8
1 Ô 3  ”
n u m i n o u s  f e e l i n g  w h i c h  i s  i t s e l f  s i m p l y  t h e  s h a d o w  o f  o r  
r e s p o n s e  t o  t h i s  ’ S o m e t h i n g ’ i s  f e l t  t o  h e  c o m p l e t e l y  u n ­
l i k e  a n y  o t h e r  f e e l i n g .  F u r t h e r ,  t o  e x p l a i n  e i t h e r  t h e  
N u m i n o u s  P r e s e n c e  o r  t h e  n u m i n o u s  f e e l i n g  i s  i m p o s s i b l e  
s i n c e  b o t h  a r e  i r r e d u c i b l e ,  a n d  e v e n  t h e  a t t e m p t  t o  d e s c r i b e  
t h e  n u m i n o u s  f e e l i n g  r e s u l t s  i n  o n e ’ s  t a l k i n g  ’ a r o u n d ’ i t ,  
r a t h e r  t h a n  o f  i t .  I n d e e d ,  i t  i s  s i m p l y  b e c a u s e  t h e  
n u m i n o u s  f e e l i n g  c a n  n e i t h e r  b e  e x p l a i n e d  c o n c e p t u a l l y  n o r  
d e s c r i b e d  v i r t u a l l y  t h a t  O t t o  s e e k s  t o  e m p l o y  t h e  m e t h o d  o f  
’ 8 c h e m a t i z a t i o n ’ t o  a r o u s e  a  ’ k n o w i n g ’ o f  t h i s  i n c o n c e i v a b l e  
a n d  i n e x p r e s s i b l e  e x p e r i e n c e .
W e  h a v e  a l r e a d y  s e e n  t h a t  O t t o  b e g i n s  b y  a e l m  o w l e d g i n g  
t h e  n u m i n o u s  f e e l i n g  w h i c h  h e  c o n s i d e r s  t o  b e  f u n d a m e n t a l  
a n d  e s s e n t i a l  t o  a l l  r e l i g i o n s ,  a n d  n o w  w e  m u s t  t u r n  t o  n o t e  
h i s  d e s c r i p t i o n  o f  t h i s  f e e l i n g  a n d  o f  t h e  S o m e t h i n g  t o  w h i c h  
i t  i s  t h e  r e s p o n s e ,  O t t o  a d o p t s  t h e  w o r d  ’ N u m i n o u s ’ t o  
e x p r e s s  w h a t  h e  m e a n s  b y  t h i s  S o m e t h i n g ,  a n d  c i t e s  a s  a  p r e ­
l i m i n a r y  d e f i n i t i o n  o f  i t  ’ t h e  h o l y ’ m i n u s  i t s  e t h i c a l  
i m p o r t ,  w h i c h  i m p o r t  i s  a n  a c q u i r e d  r a t h e r  t h a n  o r i g i n a l  
e l e m e n t  i n  t h e  m e a n i n g  o f  ’ t h e  h o l y ’ .
I t  i s  t r u e  t h a t  a l l  t h i s  m o r a l  s i g n i f i c a n c e  i s  
c o n t a i n e d  i n  t h e  v r o r d  ’ h o l y ’ , b u t  i t  i n c l u d e s  
i n  a d d i t i o n  a s  e v e n  w e  c a n n o t  b u t  f e e l  - »  
a  c l e a r  o v e r p l u s  o f  m e a n i n g  • • • .  N o r  i s  t h i s  
m e r e l y  a  l a t e r  o r  a c q u i r e d  m e a n i n g ;  r a t h e r ,  ’ h o l y ’ ^
o r  a t  l e a s t  i t s  e q u i v a l e n t  w o r d s  i n  L a t i n  
a n d  G r e e k ,  i n  S e m i t i c  a n d  o t h e r  a n c i e n t  
l a n g u a g e s ,  d e n o t e d  f i r s t  a n d  f o r e m o s t  o n l y ;  
t h i s  o v e r p l u s  t  i f  t h e  e t h i c a l  e l e m e n t ' ^ ' w a s  
p r e s e n t  a t  a l l ,  a t  a n y  r a t e  i t  w a s  n o t  
o r i g i n a l  a n d  n e v e r  c o n s t i t u t e d  t h e  w h o l e  m e a n ­
i n g  o f  t h e  w o r d .  ( 1 8 )
O t t o  g i v e s  t h e  N u m i n o u s  t h e  d e s c r i p t i v e  t i t l e  o f  
M y s t e r i u m  t r e m e n d u m ,  a n d  w e  m u s t  n o w  u n d e r b a k e  t o  g i v e  s o m e  
a c c o u n t  o f  w h a t  i s  m e a n t  h y  i t .  T h e  a d j e c t i v e ,  t r e m e n d u m ,  
r e f e r s  t o  t h e  f e e l i n g  o f  b e i n g  a b a s h e d  i n  t h e  p r e s e n c e  o f  
t h e  N u m i n o u s ,  a n d  j u s t  a s  ’ t r e m o r ’ i s  t h e  t e r m  a s s o c i a t e d  w i t h  
t h e  n o n - r e l i g i o u s  f e e l i n g  o f  f e a r ,  s o  t h e  t e r m  ’ a w e ’ o r  
’ r e l i g i o u s  d r e a d ’ i s  u s e d  b y  O t t o  t o  r e f e r  t o  t h e  r e s p o n s e  
t o  t h e  r e l i g i o u s  f e e l i n g  o f  t r e m e n d u m .  A w e  i s  t h e  f e e l i n g  
o f  ’ s o m e t h i n g  u n c a n n y ’ , ’ e e r i e ’ , o r  ’ w e i r d ’ , a n d  i s  a  
’ s h u d d e r i n g ’ , a  ’ s o m e t h i n g  m o r e  t h a n  n a t u r a l  o r d i n a r y  f e a r ’ .  
T h i s  a w e ,  w h i c h  i s  r e f e r r e d  t o  a s  t h e  ’ f e a r  o f  Y a h w e h ’ o r ’t h e  
y e  o f  G o d ’ , i n  t h e  O l d  T e s t a m e n t ,  i s  o f  a  d e v a s t a t i n g
c h a r a c t e r  a n d  " i m p l i e s  t h a t  t h e  m y s t e r i u m  i s  a l r e a d y  b e g i n n i n g
( 1 9 )
t o  l o o m  b e f o r e  t h e  m i n d ,  t o  t o u c h  t h e  f e e l i n g " .
T r e m e n d u m  a l s o  h a s  t h e  c h a r a c t e r i s t i c  o f  m a i  e s t a s .  B y
t h i s  O t t o  m e a n s  t h a t  o n e  e x p e r i e n c e s  t h e  e l e m e n t  o f  m i g h t  o r  
p o w e r  i n  o n e ’ s  n u m i n o u s  f e e l i n g .  H e r e  o n e  i s  r a d i c a l l y  a w a r e
( 1 8 )  I b i d . ,  p p . S f .
( 1 9 )  I b i d . ,  p p . 1 2 - 1 9 .
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o f  t h e  d i f f e r e n c e  b e t w e e n  h i m s e l f  a n d  t h e  N u m i n o u s ®  H e r e
o n e  i s  a v ^ a r e  o f  " c r e a t u r e - c o n s c i o u s n e s s ” .  W e  h a v e  a l r e a d y
n o t e d  t h i s  p o i n t  i n  o u r  c o n s i d e r a t i o n  o f  t h e  a p p r o a c h e s  o f
S c h l e i e r m a c h e r  a n d  O t t o ,  a n d  w e  n e e d  o n l y  r e m i n d  o u r s e l v e s
t h a t  a c c o r d i n g  t o  O t t o  c r e a t u r e - c o n s c i o u s n e s s  i s  t h e  r e s u l t
o f  o n e ’ s  a w a r e n e s s  o f  G o d ’ s  c h a r a c t e r i s t i c  o f  t r e m e n d u m ,
r a t h e r  t h a n  t h e  r e s u l t  o f  a  r a t i o n a l  a r g u m e n t  f r o m  t h e  f i n i t e
t o  a n  i n f i n i t e  c r e a t o r  s u c h  a s  w e  h a v e  s e e n  t o  b e  e m p l o y e d  
(20)
b y  M a s c a l l .
W e  m a y  s e e ,  t h e n ,  t h a t  b y  t r e m e n d u m  O t t o  s e e k s  t o  e x p r e s s
G o d ’ s  t r a n s c e n d e n c e .  I n  t h e  b a s i c  n u m i n o u s  f e e l i n g  o n e  i s
a w a r e  o f  t h e  N u m i n o u s  a s  u n l i k e  t h e  w o r l d ,  i . e .  a s  u n c a n n y ,
e e r i e  a n d  w e i r d ,  a n d  a s  u n l i k e  m a n ,  i . e #  a s  a b a s h i n g  m i g h t
a n d  o v e r p o w e r i n g n e s s .  F u r t h e r ,  i t  i s  t h i s  a w a r e n e s s  o f  t h e
N u m i n o u s  t h a t  c o n v i n c e s  m a n  o f  t h e  g r e a t  d i s  s i m i l a r i t y  b e t w e e n
I t  a n d  h i m s e l f ,  r a t h e r . t h a n  a n y  p r i o r  s e n s e  o f  m a n ’ s
c r e a t e d n e s s  b e i n g  n e g a t e d  a n d  a p p l i e d  t o  G o d .
S t i l l ,  i n  s p i t e  o f  t h e  p r e g n a n c y  o f  m e a n i n g  i n  t h e
t e r m  t r e m e n d u m ,  i t  i s  o n l y  a n  a d j e c t i v e , o n l y  t h e  s y n t h e t i c
a t t r i b u t e  o f  Î V ^ s ^ r i u m ,  i . e . ,  t S g S i a a t o .  a d d s  s o m e t h i n g  t h a t
(S I)
m a y  o r  m a y  n o t  b e  i n h e r e n t  i n  t h e  m e a n i n g  o f  M y s t e r i u m .
T h u s ,  w e  m u s t  n o w  n e e  h o w  t h e  t e r m  M y s t e r i u m ,  i t s e l f ,  s e e k s
( 2 0 )  I b i d . ,  p p . 2 0 - 2 2 .
( 2 1 )  I b i d . ,  p . 2 5 .
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t o  e x p r e s s  t h e  t r a n s c e n d e n t  n a t u r e  o f  t h e  N u m i n o u s .  O t t o
c a l l s  t h e  M y s t e r i u m  t h e  ^ w h o l l y  o t h e r * ,  a n d  g i v e s  a s  t h e
s c h e m a  o f  t h e  r e s p o n s e  t o  t h e  M y s t e r i u m  t h e  n o n - r e l i g i o u s
f e e l i n g  o f  * s t u p o r * ,  i . e .  * * h l a n k  w o n d e r ,  a n  a s t o n i s h m e n t
( 22 )
t h a t  s t r i k e s  u s  d u m b , a m a z e m e n t  a b s o l u t e ^ * .
T a k e n ,  i n d e e d ,  i n  i t s  p u r e l y  n a t u r a l  s e n s e ,
*m y s t e r i u m *  w o u l d  f i r s t  m e a n  m e r e l y  a  s e c r e t  o r  
a  m y s t e r y  i n  t h e  s e n s e  o f  t h a t  w h i c h  i s  a l i e n  
t o  u s ,  u n c o m p r e h e n d e d  a n d  u n e x p l a i n e d ;  a n d  s o  f a r  
*m y s t e r i u m *  i s  i t s e l f  m e r e l y  a n  i d e o g r a m ,  a n  
a n a l o g i c a l  n o t i o n  t a l c  e n  f r o m  t h e  n a t u r a l  s p h e r e ,  
i l l u s t r a t i n g ,  b u t  i n c a p a b l e  o f  e x h a u s t i v e l y  r e n ­
d e r i n g ,  o u r  r e a l  m e a n i n g #  T a k e n  i n  t h e  r e l i g i o u s  
s e n s e ,  t h a t  w h i c h  i s  * m y s t e r i o u s *  i s  - -  t o  g i v e  
i t  p e r h a p s  t h e  m o s t  s t r i k i n g  e x p r e s s i o n  —  t h e  
*w h o l l y  o t h e r  * ( t h a t e r o n ,  a n y a d ,  a l i e n u m ) , t h a t
^  ^  /  •v»»<r,'Hfr.^T**£r;fcDT.fSfC:lrrsf< •
w h i c h  i s  q u i t e  b e y o n d  t h e  s p h e r e  o f  t h e  u s u a l ,  t h e  
i n t e l l i g i b l e ,  a n d  t h e  f a m i l i a r ,  w h i c h  t h e r e f o r e  f a l l s  
q u i t e  o u t s i d e  t h e  l i m i t s  o f  t h e  * c a n n y * , a n d  i s  c o n ­
t r a s t e d  w i t h  i t  5 f i l l i n g  t h e  m i n d  w i t h  b l a n k  w o n d e r  
a n d  a s t o n i s h m e n t , ( 2 3 )
A s  t h e  *w h o l l y  o t h e r * , t h e  M y s t e r i u m  t r e m e n d u m  i s  
u n k n o w a b l e  - -  u n k n o w a b l e  n o t  s i m p l y  i n  t h e  s e n s e  i n  w h i c h  a  
p r o b l e m  e l u d e s  a n d  g o e s  b e y o n d  o u r  u n d e r s t a n d i n g , b u t  
u n k n o w a b l e  b y  i t s  v e r y  n a t u r e .
T h e  t r u l y  *m y s t e r i o u s  * o b j e c t  i s  b e y o n d  o u r  
a p p r e h e n s i o n  a n d  c o m p r e h e n s i o n ,  n o t  o n l y  b e c a u s e  
o u r  k n o w l e d g e  h a s  c e r t a i n  i r r e m o v a b l e  l i m i t s ,  
b u t  b e c a u s e  i n  i t  w e  c o m e  u p o n  s o m e t h i n g  i n h e r e n t l y
( 8 8 )  I b i d . ,  p » 2 6 .
( 2 3 )  I b i d . ,  p . 2 6 .
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*w h o l l y  o t h e r * , w h o s e  k i n d  a n d  c h a r a c t e r  a r e  
i n c o m m e n s u r a b l e  w i t h  o u r  o w n * • • •  ( 2 4 )
O u r  u n d e r s t a n d i n g  c a n  o n l y  c o m p a s s  t h e  r e l a t i v e #
T h a t  w h i c h  i s  i n  c o n t r a s t  a b s o l u t e ,  t h o u g h  i t  
m a y  i n  a  s e n s e  b e  t h o u g h t , c a n n o t  b e  t h o u g h t  h o m e , 
t h o u g h t  o u t  ; i t  i s  w i t h i n  t h e  r e a c h  o f  c o n c e i v i n g  
b u t  i t  i s  b e y o n d  t h e  g r a s p  o f  o u r  c o m p r e h e n s i o n .
N o w ,  t h o u g h  t h i s  d o e s  n o t  m a k e  w h a t  i s ' a b s o l u t e * 
i t s e l f  g e n u i n e l y  ' m y s t e r i o u s *  . . .  i t  d o e s  m a k e  i t  
a  g e n u i n e  s c h e m a  o f  * t h e  m y s t e r i o u s * .  T h e  
a b s o l u t e  e x c e e d s  o u r  p o w e r  t o  c o m p r e h e n d ;  t h e  
m y s t e r i o u s  w h o l l y  e l u d e s  i t .  T h e  a b s o l u t e  i s  
t h a t  w h i c h  s u r p a s s e s  t h e  l i m i t s  o f  o u r  u n d e r s t a n d i n g , 
n o t  t h r o u g h  i t s  a c t u a l  q u a l i t a t i v e  c h a r a c t e r ,  f o r  
t h a t  i s  f a m i l i a r  t o  u s ,  b u t  t h r o u g h  i t s  f o r m a l  
c h a r a c t e r .  T h e  m y s t e r i o u s ,  o n  t h e  o t h e r  h a n d ,  i s  
t h a t  w h i c h  l i e s  a l t o g e t h e r  o u t s i d e  w h a t  c a n  b e  
t h o u g h t ,  a n d  i s ,  a l i k e  i n  f o r m ,  q u a l i t y ,  a n d  e s s e n c e ,  
t h e  u t t e r l y  a n d  ' w h o l l y  o t h e r * .  ( 2 5 )
T h u s ,  w e  a r e  l e d  t o  a s k  i f  t h e  i d e a  o f  G-od a s  
M y s t e r i u m  t r e m e n d u m  i s  n o t  s i m p l y  a  n e g a t i v e  c o n c e p t ,  i f  
s u c h  a  t r a n s c e n d e n t  G o d  i s  n o t  s i m p l y  o t h e r  t h a n  t h e  w o r l d ,  
m a n ,  a n d  a l l  t h a t  c a n  b e  t h o u g h t  o r  e x p r e s s e d .  T o  s u c h  a  
q u e s t i o n  O t t o  a n s w e r s ,  y e s .  C o n c e p t u a l l y ,  t h e  M y s t e r i u m  
t r e m e n d u m  i s  c o m p l e t e l y  n e g a t i v e .  H o w e v e r ,  t h i s  d o e s  n o t  
p r o h i b i t  a  p o s i t i v e  e l e m e n t  i n  t h e  n u m i n o u s  e x p e r i e n c e ,  n o r  
d o e s  i t  p r o h i b i t  a  p o s i t i v e  * k n o w i n g  * o f  t h e  N u m i n o u s .
O n  t h e  s i d e  o f  c o n c e p t u a l  t h o u g h t  . . .  i t  i s  o b v i o u s  
t h a t  t h e  t w o  t e r m s  i n  q u e s t i o n  (*  s u p e r n a t u r a l *  a n d  
* t r a n s c e n d e n t  * )  a r e  m e r e l y  n e g a t i v e  a n d  e x c l u s i v e  
a t t r i b u t e s  w i t h  r e f e r e n c e  t o  ' n a t u r e *  a n d  t h e  ' w o r l d *
( 2 4 )  I b i d . ,  p . 2 8 .
( 2 5 )  I b i d . ,  p p . 1 4 5 f .
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o r  c o s m o s  r e s p e c t i v e l y .  B u t  o n  t h e  s i d e  o f  t h e  
f e e l i n g - c o n t e n t  i t  i s  o t h e r w i s e  : t h a t  i s  i n
v e r y  t r u t h  p o s i t i v e  i n  t h e  h i g h e s t  d e g r e e ,  t h o u g h  
h e r e  t o o ,  a s  b e f o r e ,  i t  c a n n o t  b e  r e n d e r e d  e x p l i c i t  
i n  c o n c e p t u a l  t e r m s .  I t  i s  t h r o u g h  t h i s  p o s i t i v e  
f e e l i n g - c o n t e n t  t h a t  t h e  c o n c e p t s  o f  t h e  * t r a n s c e n d ­
e n t  * a n d  * s u p e r n a t u r a l  * b e c o m e  f o r t h w i t h  
d e s i g n a t i o n s  f o r  a  u n i q u e  ' w h o l l y  o t h e r  * r e a l i t y  
a n d  q u a l i t y ,  s o m e t h i n g  o f  w h o s e  s p e c i a l  c h a r a c t e r  
w e  c a n  f e e l ,  w i t h o u t  b e i n g  a b l e  t o  g i v e  i t  c l e a r  
c o n c e p t u a l  e x p r e s s i o n .  ( S o )
T o  k n o w  a n d  t o  u n d e r s t a n d  c o n c e p t u a l l y  a r e  t w o  
d i f f e r e n t  t h i n g s ,  a n d  a r e  o f t e n  e v e n  m u t u a l l y  e x ­
c l u s i v e  a n d  c o n t r a s t e d .  T h e  m y s t e r i o u s  o b s c u r i t y  
o f  t h e  n u m e n  i s  b y  n o  m e a n s  t a n t a m o u n t  t o  u n l m o w -  
a b l e n e s s  . • • • «  S o m e t h i n g  m a y  b e  p r o f o u n d l y  a n d  
i n t i m a t e l y  k n o w n  i n  f e e l i n g  f o r  t h e  b l i s s  i t  b r i n g s  
o r  t h e  a g i t a t i o n  i t  p r o d u c e s  a n d  y e t  t h e  u n d e r s t a n d i n g  
m a y  f i n d  n o  c o n c e p t  f o r  i t .  ( 2 7 )
T h i s  p o s i t i v e  e l e m e n t  c o n s t i t u t e s  O t t o ' s  t h i r d  c h a r a c t e r ­
i s t i c  o f  t h e  n u m i n o u s  e x p e r i e n c e  a n d  i s  c a l l e d  f a s c i n a n s .
B y  t h i s  h e  m e a n s  t h a t  t h e  N u m i n o u s  h a s  a n  a t t r a c t i n g ,  a s  w e l l  
a s  a n  a b a s h i n g  a n d  o v e r w h e l m i n g ,  p o w e r .  H e  c i t e s  a s  r a t i o n a l  
c o n c e p t s  o r  ' s c h e m a t a *  o f  f a s c i n a n s  t h e  n o t i o n s  o f  * L o v e , 
M e r c y ,  P i t y ,  C o m f o r t * .  ( 2 8 )  " B u t  i m p o r t a n t  a s  t h e s e  a r e  f o r
t h e  e x p e r i e n c e  o f  r e l i g i o u s  b l i s s  o r  f e l i c i t y ,  t h e y  d o  n o t
" ( 2 9 )
b y  a n y  m e a n s  e x h a u s t  i t .
O t t o  i l l u s t r a t e s  t h i s  p o s i t i v e ,  a t t r a c t i n g  n a t u r e  o f  t h e  
N u m i n o u s  b y  t h e  r a p t u r e  o f  N i r v a n a .
( 2 6 )  I b i d . ,  p . 3 0
( 2 7 )  I b i d . ,  p . 1 3 9
( 2 8 )  I b i d . ,  p . 3 1
( 2 9 )  I b i d . ,  p p . 3 1 f .
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I t  i s  o n l y  c o n c e p t u a l l y  t h a t  ' N i r v a n a *  i s  
a  n e g a t i o n ;  i t  i s  f e l t  i n  c o n s c i o u s n e s s  a s  
i n  t h e  s t r o n g e s t  d e g r e e  p o s i t i v e ;  i t  e x e r ­
c i s e s  a  * f a s c i n a t i o n *  h y  w h i c h  i t s  v o t a r i e s  
a r e  a s  m u c h  c a r r i e d  a w a y  a s  a r e  t h e  H i n d u  o r  t h e  
C h r i s t i a n  b y  t h e  c o r r e s p o n d i n g  o b j e c t s  o f  t h e i r  
w o r s h i p  . . . . ( N i r v a n a  i s  e x p e r i e n c e d  a s ) ' B l i s s - -  
u n s p e a k a b l e * .  ( 3 0 )
H o w e v e r ,  a c c o r d i n g  t o  O t t o ,  o n e  d o e s  n o t  s i m p l y  r e c e i v e  
a  N u m i n o u s  v i s i t a t i o n  t o  w h i c h  t h e  h o l y  a s  a n  a  p r i o r i  
c a t e g o r y  o f  m a n  r e s p o n d s  a n d  b y  w h i c h  i t  i s  r e c o g n i s e d  a s
t h e  M y s t e r i u m  t r e m e n d u m  t h a t  a b a s h e s  a n d  f a s c i n a t e s *  I n d e e d ,
O t t o  f u r t h e r  h o l d s  t h a t  a l l  r e l i g i o n s  s e e  h o l i n e s s  m a n i f e s t  
i n  t h e  w o r l d ,  i n  o c c u r r e n c e s ,  p e r s o n s ,  a n d  a c t i o n s .
I t  i s  o n e  t h i n g  m e r e l y  t o  b e l i e v e  i n  a  r e a l i t y  b e y o n d  
t h e  s e n s e s  a n d  a n o t h e r  t o  h a v e  e x p e r i e n c e  o f  i t  a l s o ;  
i t  i s  o n e  t h i n g  t o  h a v e  i d e a s  o f  * t h e  h o l y *  a n d  
a n o t h e r  t o  b e c o m e  c o n s c i o u s l y  a w a r e  o f  i t  a s  a n  o p e r ­
a t i v e  r e a l i t y ,  i n t e r v e n i n g  a c t i v e l y  i n  t h e  p h e n o m e n a l  
w o r l d .  N o w  i t  i s  a  f u n d a m e n t a l  c o n v i c t i o n  o f  a l l  
r e l i g i o n s ,  o f  r e l i g i o n s  a s  s u c h ,  w e  m a y  s a y ,  t h a t
t h i s  l a t t e r  i s  p o s s i b l e  a s  w e l l  a s  t h e  f o r m e r .
R e l i g i o n  i s  c o n v i n c e d  n o t  o n l y  t h a t  t h e  h o l y  a n d  
s a c r e d  r e a l i t y  i s  a t t e s t e d  b y  t h e  i n w a r d  v o i c e  o f  c o n ­
s c i e n c e  a n d  t h e  r e l i g i o u s  c o n s c i o u s n e s s ,  t h e  * s t i l l ,  
s m a l l  v o i c e *  o f  t h e  S p i r i t  i n  t h e  h e a r t ,  b y  f e e l i n g ,  
p r e s e n t i m e n t ,  a n d  l o n g i n g ,  b u t  a l s o  t h a t  i t  m a y  b e  
d i r e c t l y  e n c o u n t e r e d  i n  p a r t i c u l a r  o c c u r r e n c e s  a n d  
e v e n t s ,  s e l f - r e v e a l e d  i n  p e r s o n s  a n d  d i s p l a y e d  i n  
a c t i o n s ,  i n  a  w o r d ,  t h a t  b e s i d e  t h e  i n n e r  r e v e l a t i o n  
f r o m  t h e  S p i r i t  t h e r e  i s  a n  o u t w a r d  r e v e l a t i o n  o f  
t h e  d i v i n e  n a t u r e .  R e l i g i o u s  l a n g u a g e  g i v e s  t h e  n a m e  
o f  * s i g n *  t o  s u c h  d e m o n s t r a t i v e  a c t i o n s  a n d  m a n i f e s ­
t a t i o n s ,  i n  w h i c h  h o l i n e s s  s t a n d s  p a l p a b l y  s e l f ­
r e v e a l e d .  ( 3 1  )
( 3 0 )  I b i d . ,  p . 3 9
( 3 1 )  I b i d . , p . 1 4 7 .
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T h e  t r u t h  o f  s u c h  m a n i f e s t a t i o n s  o f  h o l i n e s s  a g a i n
r e s t s  u p o n  t w o  p r e s u p p o s i t i o n s  t h a t  h o l i n e s s  a c t u a l l y
b e c o m e s  m a n i f e s t  a n d  t h a t  o n e  c a n  g e n u i n e l y  c o g n i z e  a n d
( 32)
r e c o g n i z e  t h e  h o l y  i n  i t s  a p p e a r a n c e ^ ,  T h i s  l a t t e r  p r e ­
s u p p o s i t i o n  o f  O t t o  i s  t e r m e d  b y  h i m  t h e  f a c u l t y  o f  
d i v i n a t i o n ,  a n d  i s  b a s e d  u p o n  t h e  o b s e r v a t i o n  t h a t  p e o p l e  
s i m p l y  d o  r e c o g n i z e  h o l i n e s s  i n  s p e c i f i c  e v e n t s  a n d  p e r s o n s ,
e . g . ,  i n  c e r t a i n  * h o l y  m e n *  o f  r e l i g i o u s  c i r c l e s  i n  t h e
(33)
M o h a m m e d a n  a n d  I n d i a n  w o r l d .  A g a i n ,  O t t o  i d e n t i f i e s  t h i s  
a  p r i o r i  c a p a c i t y  w i t h  t h e  * s p i r i t  w i t h i n * .
' I m p r e s s *  o r  * i m p r e s s i o n *  p r e s u p p o s e s  s o m e t h i n g
c a p a b l e  o f  r e c e i v i n g  i m p r e s s i o n s . , , .  T o  b e  
* i m p r e s s e d  * b y  s o m e  o n e ,  i n  t h e  s e n s e  w e  u s e  t h e  
t e r m  h e r e ,  m e a n s  r a t h e r  t o  c o g n i z e  a n d  r e c o g n i z e  i n  
h i m  a  p e c u l i a r  s i g n i f i c a n c e  a n d  t o  h u m b l e  o n e s e l f  
b e f o r e  i t .  A n d  w e  m a i n t a i n  t h a t  t h i s  i s  o n l y  p o s s i b l e  
b y  a n  e l e m e n t  o f  c o g n i t i o n ,  c o m p r e h e n s i o n  a n d  
v a l u a t i o n  i n  o n e  * s  o w n  i n n e r  c o n s c i o u s n e s s ,  t h a t  
, g o e s  o u t  t o  m e e t  t h e  o u t w a r d  p r e s e n t e d  f a c t ,  i . e .  
b y  t h e  * s p i r i t  w i t h i n * .  ( 3 4 )
H o w e v e r ,  O t t o  r e a l i z e s  t h a t  n o t  e v e r y  m a n  r e c o g n i z e s  
h o l i n e s s  a s  m a n i f e s t  i n  t h e  w o r l d .  T h u s ,  h e  d i s t i n g u i s h e s  
b e t w e e n  t h e  f a c u l t y  o f  d i v i n a t i o n  a s  e x i s t i n g  p o t e n t i a l l y  
i n  a l l  m e n ,  a n d  a s  e x i s t i n g  a c t u a l l y  o n l y  i n  s o m e  m e n  w h o  
s h a r e  t h e i r  d i v i n a t i o n s  w i t h  t h e  r e s t .
(38) I b id . ,  p . 148
(33) I b id . ,  p p . i e i f .
(34) I b i d . ,  p . 164 .
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I n  p o i n t  o f  f a c t  i t  ( t h e  f a c u l t y  o f  d i v i n a t i o n )  
i s  n o t  u n i v e r s a l  i f  t h i s  m e a n s  t h a t  i t  c o u l d  
b e  p r e s u p p o s e d  n e c e s s a r i l y  i n  e v e r y  m a n  o f  
r e l i g i o u s  c o n v i c t i o n  a s  a n  a c t u a l  f a c t  B u t
w h a t  i s  a  u n i v e r s a l  p o t e n t i a l i t y  o f  m a n  a s  s u c h  
i s  b y  n o  m e a n s  t o  b e  f o u n d  i n  a c t u a l i t y  t h e  
u n i v e r s a l  p o s s e s s i o n  o f  e v e r y  s i n g l e  m a n ;  v e r y  
f r e q u e n t l y  i t  i s  o n l y  d i s c l o s e d  a s  a  s p e c i a l  
e n d o w m e n t  a n d  e q u i p m e n t  o f  p a r t i c u l a r  g i f t e d  i n ­
d i v i d u a l s   N o t  m a n  i n  g e n e r a l  ( a s  r a t i o n a l ­
i s m  h o l d s ) ,  b u t  o n l y  s p e c i a l  * d i v i n a t o r y * n a t u r e s  
p o s s e s s  t h e  f a c u l t y  o f  d i v i n a t i o n  i n  a c t u a l i t y ;  
a n d  i t  i s  t h e s e  t h a t  r e c e i v e  i m p r e s s i o n s  o f  t h e  
t r a n s c e n d e n t ,  n o t  t h e  u n d i f f e r e n t i a t e d  a g g r e g a t e  
o f  h o m o g e n e o u s  i n d i v i d u a l s  i n  m u t u a l  i n t e r p l a y ,  
a s  h e l d  b y  m o d e r n  s o c i a l  p s y c h o l o g y .  ( 3 5 )
I t  i s  i n  t h i s  c o n n e c t i o n  t h a t  O t t o  t o u c h e s  u p o n  t h e  
q u e s t i o n  o f  G h r i s t o l o g y .  H e  j u d g e s  t h a t  S c h l e i e r m a c h e r  
r i g h t l y  s a w  t h a t  l e s u s  w a s  s u c h  a  d i v i n i n g  p e r s o n  w h o  r e c e i v ­
e d  a n d  p a s s e d  o n  i m p r e s s i o n s  o f  t h e  t r a n s c e n d e n t .  H o w e v e r ,  
S c h l e i e r m a c h e r  w a s  w r o n g  t o  s t o p  h e r e ,  i n a s m u c h  a s  h e  f a i l e d  
t o  a c k n o w l e d g e  t h a t  J e s u s  w a s  a l s o  " t h e  o b j e c t  o f  d i v i n a t i o n  
p a r  e x c e l l e n c e * "  ( 3 6 )
F o r  t o  t h e  C h r i s t i a n  i t  i s  a  m o m e n t o u s  q u e s t i o n  
w h e t h e r  o r  n o  a  r e a l  d i v i n a t i o n  a  d i r e c t ,  f i r s t ­
h a n d  a p p r e h e n s i o n  o f  h o l i n e s s  m a n i f e s t e d ,  t h e
* i n t u i t i o n *  a n d  * f e e l i n g  * o f  i t  c a n  b e  g o t  f r o m  
t h e  p e r s o n  a n d  l i f e  o f  C h r i s t ;  w h e t h e r , i n  s h o r t ,
* t h e  h o l y *  c a n  b e  i n d e p e n d e n t l y  e x p e r i e n c e d  i n  h i m ,  
m a k i n g  h i m  a  r e a l  r e v e l a t i o n  o f  i t . ( 3 7 )
O t t o  c l a i m s  t h a t  a n  a f f i r m a t i v e  a n s w e r  t o  t h i s  q u e s t i o n
( 3 5 )  I b i d . ,  p p .  1 5 3 f .
( 3 6 )  I b i d . ; p .  1 6 9 ,
( 3 7 )  I b i d . ,  p . 1 5 9 .
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i s  p r e c i s e l y  w h a t  t h e  e a r l y  C h r i s t i a n s  w i t n e s s e d ,  i . e . ,  
t h e y  c l a i m e d  t o  h a v e  r e c o g n i z e d  J e s u s  a s  * t h e  n u m i n o u s  
b e i n g  p a r  e x c e l l e n c e * . ( 3 8 )
S u c h  a  c o n c l u s i o n  ( t h a t  J e s u s  i s  H o l i n e s s  
m a n i f e s t )  i s  n o t  t h e  r e s u l t  o f  l o g i c a l  c o m ­
p u l s i o n ;  i t  d o e s  n o t  f o l l o w  f r o m  c l e a r l y  
c o n c e i v e d  p r e m i s s e s  ; i t  i s  a n  i n m i e d i a t e ,  u n -  
d e r i v a b l e  j u d g e m e n t  o f  p u r e  r e c o g n i t i o n ,  a n d  
i t  f o l l o w s  a  p r e m i s s  t h a t  d e f i e s  e x p o s i t i o n  a n d  
s p r i n g s  d i r e c t l y  f r o m  a n  i r r e d u c i b l e  f e e l i n g  
o f  t h e  t r u t h .  B u t  t h a t ,  a s  w e  h a v e  s e e n ,  i s  
j u s t  t h e  m a n n e r  i n  w h i c h  g e n u i n e  d i v i n a t i o n ,  
i n  t h e  s e n s e  o f  a n  i n t u i t i o n  o f  r e l i g i o u s  s i g ­
n i f i c a n c e ,  t a k e s  p l a c e .  ( 3 9 )
F u r t h e r m o r e ,  p e o p l e  r e m o v e d  f r o m  t h e  J e s u s  o f  h i s t o r y
m a y  a l s o  d i v i n e  h o l i n e s s  a s  m a n i f e s t  i n  h i m .  T h i s  m a y  b e
s e e n  i n  t h e  e x p e r i e n c e  o f  S t .  P a u l  w h o  a l t h o u g h  h e  n e v e r
s a w  ' J e s u s  i n  t h e  f l e s h *  n e v e r t h e l e s s  r e c o g n i z e d  h i m  a s  t h e
( 4 0 )
m a n ife s ta t io n  o f h o l in e s s  par e x c e l le n c e .  Thus, accord in g
t o  O t t o ,  e v e n  t o - d a y  o n e ' s  a c c e p t a n c e  o f  t h e  n u m i n o u s  i n  
J e s u s  i s  o f  t h e  n a t u r e  o f  i m m e d i a t e  r e c o g n i t i o n  r a t h e r '  t h a n  
o f  l o g i c a l  c o m p u l s i o n  o r  a u t h o r i t a t i v e  a t t e s t a t i o n .
E v e r y  r e l i g i o n  w h i c h ,  s o  f a r  f r o m  b e i n g  a  m e r e  
f a i t h  i n  t r a d i t i o n a l  a u t h o r i t y ,  s p r i n g s  f r o m  
p e r s o n a l  a s s u r a n c e  a n d  i n w a r d  c o n v i n c e m e n t  ( i . e .  
f r o m  a n  i n w a r d  c o g n i t i o n  o f  i t s  t r u t h )  a s  
C h r i s t i a n i t y  d o e s  i n  a  s u p r e m e  d e g r e e  m u s t  
p r e s u p p o s e  p r i n c i p l e s  i n  t h e  m i n d  e n a b l i n g  i t  t o  
b e  i n d e p e n d e n t l y  r e c o g n i z e d  a s  t r u e .  ( 4 1 )
( 3 8 )  I b i d . ; p p .  1 6 2 - 1 6 5 .
( 3 9 )  I b i d . ,  p . 1 7 4
( 4 0 )  I b i d . ,  p . 1 6 7
( 4 1 )  I b i d . ,  p . 1 7 9 .
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P r o m  t h i s  i n w a r d  r e c o g n i t i o n  o f  t h e  r e a l i t y  o f  t h e  
N u m i n o u s  a n d  o f  i t s  m a n i f e s t a t i o n  i n  J e s u s ,  O t t o  d r a w s  t w o  
f a r  r e a c h i n g  c o n c l u s i o n s .
T h e r e  c a n  n a t u r a l l y  h e  n o  d e f e n c e  o f  t h e  w o r t h  a n d  
v a l i d i t y  o f  s u c h  r e l i g i o u s  i n t u i t i o n s  o f  p u r e  
f e e l i n g  t h a t  w i l l  c o n v i n c e  a  p e r s o n  w h o  i s  n o t  p r e ­
p a r e d  t o  t a k e  t h e  r e l i g i o u s  c o n s c i o u s n e s s  i t s e l f  
f o r  g r a n t e d ,  , ,  ^ @ O n  t h e  o t h e r  h a n d ,  t h e  c r i t i c i s m s  
a n d  c o n f u t a t i o n s  a t t e m p t e d  h y  s u c h  a  p e r s o n  a r e  
u n s o u n d  f r o m  t h e  s t a r t .  H i s  w e a p o n s  a r e  f a r  t o o  
s h o r t  t o  t o u c h  h i s  a d v e r s a r y ,  f o r  t h e  a s s a i l a n t  i s  
a l w a y s  s t a n d i n g  r i g h t  o u t s i d e  t h e  a r e n a !  B u t  i f  
t h e s e  i n t u i t i o n s ,  t h e s e  s e p a r a t e  r e s p o n s e s  t o  t h e  
i m p r e s s  u p o n  t h e  s p i r i t  o f  t h e  G o s p e l  s t o r y  a n d  t h e  
c e n t r a l  P e r s o n  o f  i t  i f  t h e s e  i n t u i t i o n s  a r e  
i m m u n e  f r o m  r a t i o n a l  c r i t i c i s m ,  t h e y  a r e  e q u a l l y  
u n a f f e c t e d  h y  t h e  f l u c t u a t i n g  r e s u l t s  o f  h i h l i c a l  
e x e g e s i s  a n d  t h e  l a b o u r e d  j u s t i f i c a t i o n s  o f  
h i s t o r i c a l  a p o l o g e t i c s .  F o r  t h e y  a r e  p o s s i b l e  w i t h ­
o u t  t h e s e ,  s p r i n g i n g ,  a s  t h e y  d o ,  f r o m  f i r s t - h a n d  
p e r s o n a l  d i v i n a t i o n . ( 4 2 )
I n  r e g a r d  t o  O t t o ' s  f i r s t  c o n t e n t i o n ,  t h a t  t h e  
d i v i n a t i o n  o f  h o l i n e s s  i s  s e l f - a u t h e n t i c a t i n g  f o r  r e l i g i o u s  
c o n s c i o u s n e s s  a n d  t h a t  i t s  v a l i d i t y  c a n  n e i t h e r  b e  d e f e n d e d  
n o r  a t t a c k e d  o u t s i d e  o f  s u c h  c o n s c i o u s n e s s ,  w e  n e e d  r a i s e  
n o  o b j e c t i o n  s i n c e  i t  f o l l o w s  d i r e c t l y  f r o m  h i s  b a s i c  
a p p r o a c h  t o  t h e o l o g y .  F o r  h i m ,  t h e  N u m i n o u s  i s  n o t  a r r i v e d  
a t  c o n c e p t u a l l y ,  n o r  b y  r a t i o n a l  i n f e r e n c e ;  t h e r e f o r e ,  i t  
i s  n o t  t o  b e  e x p e c t e d  t h a t  t h e  v a l i d i t y  o f  t h e  N u m i n o u s
(42)  I b i d . ,  p p . l 7 7 f .
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a n d  o f  i t s  m a n i f e s t a t i o n s  w i l l  b e  s u b s t a n t i a t e d  c o n ­
c e p t u a l l y ,  I t  i s  ' f e e l i n g  k n o w l e d g e '  t h a t  a f f i r m s  t h e  
r e a l i t y  a n d  t h e  m a n i f e s t a t i o n  o f  t h e  N u m i n o u s ,  W e m a y  w i s h  
t o  q u e s t i o n  O t t o ' s  p r e s u p p o s i t i o n  t h a t  t h e  m i n d  h a s  a n  
a  p j m p r i ^  c a p a c i t y  t o  e x p e r i e n c e  t h e  N u m i n o u s ,  o r  w e  m a y  
a c c u s e  h i m  o f  ' b e g g i n g  t h e  q u e s t i o n '  o f  t h e  e x i s t e n c e  o f  t h e  
N u m i n o u s  w h e n  h e  p r e s u p p o s e s  t h a t  t h e  N u m i n o u s  f e e l i n g  i s  a  
r e s p o n s e  t o  o r  ' s h a d o w '  o f  t h e  N u m i n o u s  i f  s o  w e  m a y  r e j e c t  
O t t o ' s  w h o l e  c a s e  b u t  i f  w e  a c c e p t  h i s  p r e s u p p o s i t i o n s  a n d  
a p p r o a c h ,  w e  s h o u l d  n o t  s e e k  t o  h a v e  r a t i o n a l ,  c o n c e p t u a l  
c o n f i r m a t i o n  o f  t h e  p o s i t i v e  e x i s t e n c e  a n d  m a n i f e s t a t i o n  o f  
a  G o d  t h u s  r e a c h e d .
H o w e v e r ,  i n  r e g a r d  t o  O t t o ' s  s e c o n d  c o n t e n t i o n  w e  m a y
w i s h  t o  r a i s e  a n  o b j e c t i o n .  T h e  e a r l i e s t  f o l l o w e r s  o f  C h r i s t
w e r e  a b l e  t o  d i v i n e  t h e  n u m i n o u s  m a n i f e s t  i n  h i m  i n a s m u c h  a s  
t h e y  s a w  h i m  b o d i l y .  B u t  w h e r e  a r e  t h o s e  o f  u s  w h o  l i v e  
t o d a y  t o  d e r i v e  o u r  o b j e c t  o f  d i v i n a t i o n ?  S u r e l y ,  f r o m  t h e  
t e s t i m o n y  o f  t h o s e  w h o  r e c o g n i z e d  J e s u s  a s  t h e  m a n i f e s t a t i o n  
o f  t h e  N u m i n o u s ,  i . e .  f r o m  t h e  w i t n e s s  o f  t h e  B i b l i c a l  
w r i t e r s ,  F a i t h  i s  m o s t  c e r t a i n l y  n o t  a n  a c c e p t a n c e  o f
a u t h o r i t a t i v e  p o s i t i o n s  p r e s e n t e d  i n  t h e  B i b l e ,  a n d ,  i n d e e d ,
w e  t o - d a y  m u s t  ' d i v i n e '  o r  d e c i d e  f o r  o u r s e l v e s ;  b u t  s u r e l y  
w e  a r e  c a l l e d  t o  ' d i v i n e '  i n  o r  d e c i d e  a b o u t  j u s t  t h i s  ' c e n t r a l  
P e r s o n  o f  t h e  G o s p e l  s t o r y ' .  T h u s ,  w e  m a y  n o t  b e  w i l l i n g  t o
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a g r e e  t h a t  B i b l i c a l  e x e g e s i s  c a n n o t  a f f e c t  o u r  p e r s o n a l  
d i v i n a t i o n  o f  J e s u s ,  f o r ,  i n d e e d ,  w e  m a y  i m a g i n e  a  p o s i t i o n  
w h e r e  B i b l i c a l  s c h o l a r s h i p  m a y  s o  a f f e c t  t h e  p i c t u r e  t h a t  
t h e  B i b l e  p r e s e n t s  o f  J e s u s  a s  t o  m a l c e  * p e r s o n a l  d i v i n a t i o n *  
o f  h i m  m o r e  o r  l e s s  l i k e l y *  W e m a y  b e  u n f a i r l y  c r i t i c i z ­
i n g  O t t o  h e r e  w i t h  k n o w l e d g e  t h a t  h a s  a r i s e n  s i n c e  h e  w r o t e  
( v i z *  i n  c o n n e c t i o n  w i t h  t h e  d e m y t h o i o g i z i n g  d e b a t e ) ,  b u t  
s t i l l  i t  w o u l d  a p p e a r  t h a t  t h i s  i n d e p e n d e n c e  f r o m  B i b l i c a l  
c r i t i c i s m  w h i c h  O t t o  c l a i m s  f o r  C h r i s t i a n  f a i t h  m e r i t s  m o r e  
c o n s i d e r a t i o n  t h a n  i s  a f f o r d e d  i t  i n  h i s  d i s c u s s i o n »  W e 
m a y  w i s h  t o  m a k e  a  d i s t i n c t i o n  b e t w e e n  f a i t h  w h i c h  r e s t s  i n  
t h e  B i b l e  a n d  t h e  p o s s i b i l i t y  o f  f a i t h  w h i c h  i s  p r e s e n t  t h r o u g h  
t h e  B i b l e *
W e  m a k e  t h i s  d i s t i n c t i o n  i n  o r d e r  t o  b e  f a i r  t o  O t t o *
I f  b y  t h e  i n d e p e n d e n c e  o f  f a i t h  f r o m  t h e  B i b l e  h e  s i m p l y  
m e a n s  t h a t  f a i t h  d o e s  n o t  r e s t  u p o n  a n  a u t h o r i t y  w h i c h  d e r i v e s  
f r o m  a  h u m a n  s o u r c e ,  t h e n  w e  h a v e  n o  q u a r r e l *  I f ,  o n  t h e  
o t h e r  h a n d ,  h e  m e a n s  t h a t  f a i t h  h a s  n o  e s s e n t i a l  n e e d  o f  t h e  
B i b l i c a l  a c c o u n t ,  t h e n  w e  m a y  w i s h  t o  d i s a g r e e *  W e  c a n  g r a n t  
O t t o  t h a t  f a i t h  i n  J e s u s  a s  H o l i n e s s  m a n i f e s t  i s  o f  t h e  
n a t u r e  o f  a  p e r s o n a l  j u d g e m e n t ,  b u t  s u c h  a  c o n c l u s i o n  d o e s  
n o t  p r o h i b i t  a  d e p e n d e n c e  u p o n  t h e  B i b l e *  I n d e e d ,  i t  w o u l d  
a p p e a r  t o  u s  t h a t  t h e  w i t n e s s  o f  t h e  B i b l e  i s  n e c e s s a r y  f o r  
f a i t h  i n a s m u c h  a s  t h r o u g h  t h i s  a c c o u n t  a l o n e  c a n  a  p e r s o n
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t o - d a y  d e r i v e  t h e  o b j e c t  a b o u t  w h i c h  i t  j u d g e s ,  i . e *  t h e  
p e r s o n  o f  J e s u s .  T h i s  c o n c l u s i o n  d o e s  n o t  n e c e s s a r i l y  l e a d  
t o  f a i t h  b a s e d  u p o n  a u t h o r i t a t i v e  t e s t i m o n y ,  i . e .  a  f a i t h  
t h a t  r e s t s  i n  t h e  B i b l e  : b u t  t h i s  c o n c l u s i o n  d o e s  s h o w  a  
d e p e n d e n c e  o f  f a i t h  u p o n  t h e  B i b l i c a l  w i t n e s s ,  i . e .  t h e  
p o s s i b i l i t y  o f  f a i t h  i n  C h r i s t  a s  H o l i n e s s  m a n i f e s t  i s  
p r e s e n t  t o  u s  w h o  l i v e  t o - d a y  t h r o u g h  t h e  B i b l e ,
W e m a y  a l s o  w i s h  t o  q u e s t i o n  t h e  c o m p l e t e n e s s  o f  O t t o ' s  
G h r i s t o l o g y .  W h a t  d o e s  i t  m e a n  t o  s a y  t h a t  C h r i s t  i s  t h e  
m a n i f e s t a t i o n  o f  t h e  N u m i n o u s  p a r  e x c e l l e n c e ?  I s  t h e r e  a  
q u a l i t a t i v e  d i f f e r e n c e  b e t w e e n  C h r i s t  a n d  o t h e r  m a n i f e s t a t i o n s  
o f  t h e  N u m i n o u s ?  T h i s  q u e s t i o n  i s  o f  e x t r e m e  i m p o r t a n c e  i n ­
a s m u c h  a s  i n  e v e r y  o t h e r  c a s e  O t t o  d i s t i n g u i s h e s  b e t w e e n  t h e  
N u m i n o u s  a n d  i t s  b e a r e r s .  T h e y  a r e  m e a n s  b y  w h i c h  t h e  N u m i n o u s  
b e c o m e s  p r e s e n t .  T h e y  a r e  n o t  t h e  N u m i n o u s  i t s e l f .
T h e  N u m i n o u s  ( i . e .  k n o w l e d g e  o f  t h e  N u m i n o u s )  i s s u e s
f r o m  t h e  d e e p e s t  f o u n d a t i o n s  o f  c o g n i t i v e  a p p r e h e n s i o n  
t h a t  t h e  s o u l  p o s s e s s e s ,  a n d ,  t h o u g h  i t  o f  c o u r s e  c o m e s
i n t o  b e i n g  i n  a n d  a m i d  t h e  s e n s o r y  d a t a  a n d  e m p i r i c a l
m a t e r i a l  o f  t h e  n a t u r a l  w o r l d  a n d  c a n n o t  a n t i c i p a t e  o r  
d i s p e n s e  w i t h  t h o s e ,  y e t  i t  d o e s  n o t  a r i s e  o u t  o f  t h e m ,  
b u t  o n l y  b y  t h e i r  m e a n s .  T h e y  a r e  t h e  i n c i t e m e n t ,  t h e  
s t i m u l u s ,  a n d  t h e  ' o c c a s i o n '  f o r  t h e  n u m i n o u s  e x p e r i ­
e n c e  t o  b e c o m e  a s t i r ,  a n d ,  i n  s o  d o i n g ,  t o  b e % ± n  ** 
a t  f i r s t  w i t h  a  n a i v e  i m m e d i a c y  o f  r e a c t i o n  -  ' t o  b e  
i n t e r f u s e d  a n d  i n t e r w o v e n  w i t h  t h e  p r e s e n t  w o r l d  o f  
s e n s u o u s  e x p e r i e n c e ,  u n t i l , b e c o m i n g  g r a d u a l l y  p u r e r , 
i t  d i s e n g a g e s  i t s e l f  f r o m  t h i s  a n d  t a k e s  i t s  s t a n d  i n  
a b s o l u t e  c o n t r a s t  t o  i t ,  ( 4 3 )
T h u s ,  w e  a s k  i f  J e s u s  i s  s i m p l y  p a r t  o f  " t h e  s e n s o r y
(4 3 )  I b i d . ,  p . 117
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d a t a  a n d  e m p i r i c a l  m a t e r i a l  o f  t h e  n a t u r a l  w o r l d "  b y
m e a n s  o f  w h i c h  t h e  N u m i n o u s  i s  p r e s e n t  a n d  t o  w h i c h  i t  c o m e s
t o  " s t a n d  i n  a b s o l u t e  c o n t r a s t ? "  O t t o ' s  a n s w e r  i s  n o t
c l e a r .  H e  s e e k s  t o  c l a i m  t h a t  " a  d i r e c t ,  f i r s t - h a n d
a p p r e h e n s i o n  o f  h o l i n e s s "  m a y  b e  g o t  f r o m  J e s u s ,  a n d  t h i s
m a y  w e l l  d i s t i n g u i s h  J e s u s  f r o m  o t h e r  m a n i f e s t a t i o n s  o f
h o l i n e s s ,  a n d  o t h e r  s h a r e r s  o f  d i v i n a t i o n s  o f  t h e
t r a n s c e n d e n t .  C e r t a i n l y  O t t o  d o e s  m a k e  a  d i s t i n c t i o n  b e t w e e n
J e s u s  a n d  t h e  p r o p h e t s ,  b u t  a n y  f i n a l  j u d g e m e n t  m u s t  r e s t
u p o n  t h e  s t r e n g t h  o f  ' p a r  e x c e l l e n c e ' ,  u p o n  w h e t h e r  t h i s
t e r m  d e n o t e s  a  d i f f e r e n c e  o f  k i n d  o r  o f  d e g r e e  b e t w e e n
J e s u s  a n d  o t h e r  m a n i f e s t a t i o n s  o f  h o l i n e s s .  W e  c h o o s e  n o t
t o  j u d g e  h e r e ,  b u t  c o n t e n t  o u r s e l v e s  w i t h  s i m p l y  g i v i n g  O t t o ' s
o w n  C h r i s t o l o g i c a l  p i c t u r e  o f  J e s u s  a s  "  o n e  i n  w h o m
i s  f o u n d  t h e  S p i r i t  i n  a l l  i t s  p l e n i t u d e ,  a n d  w h o  a t  t h e  s a m e
t i m e  i n  h i s  p e r s o n  a n d  i n  h i s  p e r f o r m a n c e  i s  b e c o m e  m o s t
c o m p l e t e l y  th e  o b j e c t  o f  d i v i n a t i o n ,  i n  whom H o l i n e s s  i s
r e c o g n i z e d  a p p a r e n t .  S u c h  a  o n e  i s  m o r e  t h a n  P r o p h e t ,  H e
( 4 4 )
I s  t h e  S o n . "
I t  n o w  r e m a i n s  f o r  u s  t o  p o i n t  o u t  h o v f  O t t o ' s  t h e o l o g y  
a r r i v e s  a t  a n d  e x p r e s s e s  t h e  N u m i n o u s  a s  t r a n s c e n d e n t .  I n  
h i s  b a s i c  a p p r o a c h  t o  t h e o l o g y  O t t o  c o n c e r n s  h i m s e l f  w i t h  t h e
(44 )  I b i d , ; p , 1 8 2 ,
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f e e l i n g  r e s p o n s e  t o  t h e  N u m i n o u s ,  H e  i n s i s t s  t h a t  t h e  
N u m i n o u s  i s  a  p r i o r  r e a l i t y  w h i c h  e x i s t s  i n d e p e n d e n t  o f  
m e n  b u t  w h i c h  i s  f e l t  b y  t h e m  a s  a n  o v e r p o w e r i n g  p r e s e n c e .  
M o r e o v e r ,  t h e  v e r y  f e e l i n g  o f  t h e  N u m i n o u s  p o i n t s  t o -  i t s  
t r a n s c e n d e n t  n a t u r e  o f  M y s t e r i u m  t r e m e n d u m ,  a s  w h o l l y  o t h e r  
t h a n  t h e  w o r l d  a n d  m a n .  F u r t h e r ,  t h e  N u m i n o u s  i s  i n e x p l i c ­
a b l e ,  i n c o m p r e h e n s i b l e  a n d  i n e x p r e s s i b l e .  E v e n  d e s c r i p t i o n s  
o f  t h e  n u m i n o u s  f e e l i n g  a r e  n o t  v i r t u a l  d e s c r i p t i o n s  b u t  a r e  
' i d e o g r a m s '  o r  ' s c h e m a t i c '  a n a l o g i e s .  A g a i n ,  w e  s©.,w t h a t  
t h e  N u m i n o u s ,  t h o u g h  e v o k e d  b y  s e n s o r y  e n t i t i e s ,  i s  s e e n  t o  
b e  i n  a b s o l u t e  c o n t r a s t  t o  t h e m ,
O t t o  d o e s  n o t  s e e k  t o  d e n y  t h a t  G o d  i s  t u r n e d  t o w a r d s  
m a n ,  t h a t  m a n  k n o w s  G o d  a s  L o v e  a n d  M e r c y ,  b u t  r a t h e r  h e  s e e k s  
t o  p o i n t  o u t  t h a t  i n  o n e ' s  e x p e r i e n c e  o f  t h e  N u m i n o u s ,  a s  
m y s t e r y ,  p o w e r ,  o r  w r a t h ,  o n e  ' k n o w s '  G o d  t o  b e  ' m o r e '  t h a n  
H e  i s  a s  ' t u r n e d  t o w a r d  m a n ' ®
' W r a t h '  h e r e  i s  t h e  ' i d e o g r a m '  o f  a  u n i q u e  e m o t i o n a l  
m o m e n t  i n  r e l i g i o u s  e x p e r i e n c e ,  a  m o m e n t  w h o s e  s i n g u l a r ­
l y  d a u n t i n g  a n d  a w e - i n s p i r i n g  c h a r a c t e r  m u s t  b e  g r a v e -  
l y  d i s t u r b i n g  t o  t h o s e  p e r s o n s  w h o  w i l l  r e c o g n i z e  
n o t h i n g  i n  t h e  d i v i n e  n a t u r e  b u t  g o o d n e s s ,  g e n t l e n e s s ,  
l o v e  a n d  a  s o r t  o f  c o n f i d e n t i a l  i n t i m a c y ,  i n  a  w o r d ,  
o n l y  t h o s e  a s p e c t s  o f  G o d  w h i c h  t u r n  t o w a r d s  t h e  w o r l d  
o f  m e n .  ( 4 5 )
T h i s  n o t i o n  o f  a  G o d  w h i c h  t r a n s c e n d s  n o t  o n l y  a l l  c o n ­
c e p t s  b u t  e v e n  ' G o d  a s  H e  i s  t u r n e d  t o w a r d s  m e n '  e m e r g e s
(4 5 )  I b i d ® , p . 1 9 .
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c l e a r l y  i n  O t t o ' s  t r e a t m e n t  o f  G o d  a s  s u p r a - p e r s o n a l ,  a s  I t .
I t  i s  o f t e n  t h o u g h t  t h a t  t h e  d e s i g n a t i o n s  o f  d e i t y  
i n  i m p e r s o n a l ,  n e u t e r  t e r m s  ( " I t " ) ,  r a t h e r  t h a n  
i n  t e r m s  o f  p e r s o n  a n d  m a s c u l i n e  p r o n o u n s  ( " H e " ,  
" T h o u " ) ,  a r e  t o o  p o o r  a n d  t o o  p a l e  t o  g a i n  a  p l a c e  
i n  o u r  C h r i s t i a n  t h o u g h t  o f  G o d .  B u t  t h i s  i s  n o t  
a l w a y s  c o r r e c t .  F r e q u e n t l y ,  s u c h  t e r m s  i n d i c a t e  
t h e  m y s t e r i o u s  o v e r p l u s  o f  t h e  n o n - r a t i o n a l  a n d  
n u m i n o u s ,  t h a t  c a n n o t  e n t e r  o u r  ' c o n c e p t s '  b e c a u s e  
i t  i s  t o o  g r e a t  a n d  t o o  a l i e n  t o  t h e m ;  a n d  i n  t h i s  
s e n s e  t h e y  a r e  q u i t e  i n d i s p e n s a b l e ,  e v e n  i n  h y m n s  
a n d  p r a y e r s .  I t  i s  a  d e f e c t  i n  o u r  d e v o t i o n a l  
p o e t r y  t h a t  i t  h a r d l y  k n o w s  a n y  o t h e r  i m a g e s  f o r  
t h e  e t e r n a l  m y s t e r y  o f  t h e  G o d h e a d  t h a n  t h o s e  d r a w n  
f r o m  s o c i a l  i n t e r c o u r s e  a n d  p e r s o n a l  r e l a t i o n s h i p ,  
a n d  s o  i t  t e n d s  t o  l o s e  s i g h t  o f  j u s t  t h e  m y s t e -  
H o u s  t r a n s c e n d e n t  a s p e c t  o f  d e i t y .  A s s u r e d l y  G o d  
i s  f o r  u s  " T h o u "  a n d  a  P e r s o n .  B u t  t h i s  p e r s o n a l  
c h a r a c t e r  i s  t h a t  s i d e  o f  H i s  n a t u r e  w h i c h  i s  t u r n ­
e d  m a n w a r d . . , .  ( 4 6 )
T h u s ,  O t t o ,  w h i l e  a l l o w i n g  t h a t  G o d  i s  t u r n e d  t o w a r d s  
m e n ,  8 , s s e r t s  t h a t  m a n  i n  h i s  a w a r e n e s s  o f  G o d  k n o w s  t h a t  
G o d  t r a n s c e n d s  H i s  n a t u r e  a s  t u r n e d  t o w a r d s  m a n ,  a n d  i n  
t h i s  s e n s e  G o d  i s  m o r e  t h a n  ' H e '  o r  ' T h o u ' *  G o d  i s  ' I t ' .
H o w e v e r ,  O t t o  i s  j u s t  a s  c o n c e r n e d  t o  s t r e s s  t h e  
p o s i t i v e  n a t u r e  o f  G o d ' s  t r a n s c e n d e n c e  a s  h e  i s  t o  s t r e s s  
t h e  n e g a t i v e  e l e m e n t  o f  t r a n s c e n d e n c e  w h i c h  s u r p a s s e s  a l l  
o n e  c a n  I m o w  o r  c o n c e i v e .  T o  t h i s  e n d ,  h e  a r g u e s  t h a t  
G o d  i n  b e i n g  e x p e r i e n c e d  i s  k n o w n  t o  e x i s t  a n d  t h a t  t h i s  
' f e e l i n g - I m o w l e d g e '  i s  i n  t h e  s t r o n g e s t  s e n s e  p o s i t i v e .
(46)  I b i d . ,  pp .  2 0 8 .
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A n d  s o  w e  m a i n t a i n ,  o n  t h e  o n e  h a n d ,  f o l l o w i n g  
t h e  ' v i a  e m i n e n t i a e  e t  c a n s a l i t a t i s ' , t h a t  t h e  
d i v i n e  i s  i n d e e d  t h e  h i g h e s t ,  s t r o n g e s t , b e s t ,  
l o v e l i e s t , a n d  d e a r e s t  t h a t  m a n  c a n  t h i n k  o f ;  
b u t  w e  a s s e r t  o n  t h e  o t h e r ,  f o l l o w i n g  t h e  ' v i a  
n e g a t i o n i s ' ,  t h a t  G o d .  i s  n o t  m g £ e l x  t h e  g r o u n d  
a n d  s u p e r l a t i v e  o f  a l l  t h a t  c a n ^ " b e "  t h o u g h t  ; H e  
i s  i n  H i m s e l f  a  s u b j e c t  o n  H i s  o w n  a c c o u n t  a n d  
i n  H i m s e l f . ( 4 7 )
O t t o ' s  p o s i t i o n ,  t h e n ,  i s  t h a t  o n e ' s  v e r y  e x p e r i e n c e  
o f  t h e  N u m i n o u s  p o i n t s  t o  t h e  t r a n s c e n d e n c e  o f  G o d ,  f o r  i n  
t h e  n u m i n o u s  e x p e r i e n c e  o n e  ' k n o w s '  G o d  a s  e x i s t i n g  p o s i t i v e ­
l y ,  a n d  a t  t h e  s a m e  t i m e  ' k n o w s '  H i m  a s  t h e  ' o v e r p l u s '  t h a t  
t r a n s c e n d s  t h e  w o r l d ,  m e n ,  a l l  c o n c e p t s  a n d  e x p r e s s i o n s ,  a n d  
e v e n  t h e  n a t u r e  o f  G o d  a s  t u r n e d  t o w a r d s  m e n *
*-¥ -t i n
(4 7 )  I b i d . ,  p . 39,
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Chap t e  I* 8
THE DOG TRINE OF TRANSCENDENCE IN THE THEOLOGY OF
MâRTIN BUBER
A lthough th ere  are c e r t a in ly  d if f e r e n c e s  betw een the 
thought o f  Rudolph Otto and the thought o f  M artin Buber, i t  
seems to  us th a t  enough s i m i l a r i t i e s  e x i s t  betw een them to  
w arrant our c o n s id e r in g  t h e ir  te a ch in g s  in  th e same se c t io n #
Of c o u r se , we s h a l l  be ab le  to  see  th ese  s i m i l a r i t i e s  o n ly  as 
we in v e s t ig a t e  B uber's te a c h in g , but we may n o te  a t the  
b eg in n in g  what appears to  be the u n d er ly in g  b a s is  o f  agreem ent 
betw een them#
The b a s is  o f  s im i la r i t y  i s  to  be found in  t h e ir  approaches. 
Both men s t a r t  from ' l iv e d  e x p e r ie n c e ' ,  from in d iv id u a l  aware­
n e s s ,  from p erso n a l en co u n ter . Otto so  em phasizes the elem ent 
o f  in d iv id u a l  awareness o f  th e Numinous th a t  he sim p ly  u n d er­
tak es to  g iv e  a d e s c r ip t io n  o f  such  aw areness, and Buber, w h ile
n ot l im i t in g  h im s e lf  so  narrow ly , concerns h im s e lf  la r g e ly  w ith
(1 )
God as He i s  in  r e la t io n  to  man. F u rth er , t h is  s im i la r i t y  in  
t h e ir  p o in ts  o f  d ep artu re r e s u l t s  in  a common r e j e c t io n  o f  
c e r ta in  approaches to th e o lo g y *  O tto , we have se e n , contends
( 1 )  B uber ,  M a r t in ,  I  And Thou, p . 134
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th a t o n e 's  aw areness o f  God i s  not a r a t io n a l ,  in f e r e n t ia l  
p r o c e s s , and in  the same v e in  Buber sa y s :
God cannot be in fe r r e d  in  anyth in g  -  in  n a tu r e , sa y , 
as i t s  au th or, or in  h is t o r y  as i t s  m a ster , or in  
the s u b je c t  as the s e l f  th a t i s  thought in  i t .
Som ething e l s e  i s  n ot 'g iven* and God e l i c i t e d  fromIt ...isr
We b eg in  our in v e s t ig a t io n  o f  B uber's te a c h in g  con cern in g
tran scen d en ce by n o tin g  th a t  Buber w alks what Maurice Friedman
(3)
c a l l s  - a 'narrow r id g e  ' betw een immanence and tra n scen d en ce , by 
n o tin g  th a t  Buber d en ies  th a t  God is  e i t h e r  m erely  immanent or  
m erely  tr a n sc e n d e n t .
Of course God i s  the "w holly  O ther"; but He i s  a ls o  
the w h o lly  Same, the w h o lly  P r e se n t. Of course He i s  
the M ysterium Tremendum th a t appears and overthrow s; 
but He i s  a lso  the m ystery o f  the s e l f - e v id e n t ,  
n earer  to  me than ray
He who r e fu se s  to  l im i t  God to the tra n scen d en t has a 
f u l l e r  co n cep tio n  o f  Him than he who does so  l im i t  Him.
But he who co n fin e s  God w ith in  the immanent means 
som ething o th er  than Him*. ^
However, in  s p it e  o f  B uber's in s is t e n c e  upon the 'w h o lly  
o th e r * , i t  i s  abundantly c le a r  th a t  most o f  h is  work concerns
(2 )  Buber, M artin , I  And Thou, p .80
(3 ) Friedman, Maurice S . ,  M artin B uber: The L ife  o f  
D ia lo g u e , p .227
4) Buber, I  And Thou, p .79
(5 )  Buber, fe a r tin , ^ c l i p s e  o f  God: S tu d ie s  in  the R e la t io n
betw een R e lig io n  and P h ilo so p h y , p»^0  ^"
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I t s e l f  w ith  God as p rese n t to  the w orld , w ith  God's m eeting  
men, w ith  the r e la t io n  betw een an I  and the E te r n a l Thou; and, 
in  t h is  r e s p e c t ,  some sc h o la r s  have been led  to  b e l ie v e  th # t
\e )
Buber sim p ly  means by God the A bsolute P erson .
We need n o t g iv e  an account here o f  B uber's treatm ent o f  an 
I-Thou r e la t io n .  Indeed , to  summarize h is  te a c h in g  o f  t h i s  
r e la t io n  and to  c o n tr a s t  i t  w ith  an I - I t  r e la t io n  would r e s u l t  
in  a rep ro d u ctio n  o f  I  And Thou. What we are concerned w ith  
in  t h is  paper i s  B uber's te a ch in g  th a t in  c o n c r e te , h i s t o r i c a l  
s i t u a t io n s  men m eet and are met by the E te r n a l Thou in  a way 
th a t  i s  s im i la r  to the I-Thou r e la t io n  betw een two human Thous, 
i . e .  through grace, and w i l l ,  through s u f f e r in g  and a c t io n ,  
through b e in g  chosen and ch oosin g ; and t h is  concern  i t s e l f  stems 
from our b a s ic  concern w ith  the r e a l i t y  o f  the E te r n a l Thou 
and H is immanence and transcendence#
In a s u p e r f i c i a l  read in g  o f  B uber's works one m ight r e c e iv e  
the im p ression  th a t  he i s  not very in te r e s te d  In f a i t h  w hich  
a ffir m s th a t  'God I s ' ,  which p o s it s  God as a r e a l i t y  th a t  
e x i s t s  independent o f  men. Indeed, Buber appears to  be concerned  
o n ly  w ith  f a i t h  as t r u s t  in  God's prom ise to  be w ith  h is  p e o p le .
( 6 )  F r iedm an,  o p . c i t . ,  pp .  2 2 7 f .
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'F a ith * , how ever, should  n ot be taken in  th e sen se  
g iv en  to  i t  in  the E pis t i e  to the Hebrews, f a i t h  th a t  
God is#  That has never*"beén doubted by the s o u l  o f  
Jacob : When i t  proclaim ed i t s  f a i t h ,  i t s  eiminah,
then i t  o n ly  proclaim ed  th a t i t  put i t s  t r u s t  in  the 
e v e r la s t in g  God, th a t  he would be th er e  w ith  i t ,  as 
the p a tr ia r c h s  had exp er ien ced  he was th ere  w ith  i t ;  
and th a t  i t  e n tr u s te d  i t s e l f  to  him, to  him who was 
th ere  w ith  i t (7)
S t i l l ,  i f  th e  s o u l o f  Jacob has n ever doubted God's
e x is t e n c e ,  modern c o n sc io u sn e ss  does indeed r a is e  such  d oub ts,
and i t  behooves Buber to  c o n s id e r  the r e a l i t y  and e x is te n c e  o f
God# He tr e a t s  th is  m atter  a t  g rea t le n g th  in  h is  debate w ith  
( 8 )
C. G. Jung, and we now turn  to  c o n s id e r  B uber's c r i t ic i s m  o f  
Jung's judgements con cern in g  the e x is te n c e  o f  God, s in c e  such  
a c o n s id e r a t io n  sheds l i g h t  upon the q u e s tio n  o f  how B uber's 
approach o f  p e r so n a l en cou n ter seek s to  a r r iv e  a t  the r e a l i t y ,  
n ot o n ly  o f  God, but o f  a tran scen d en t God#
The p o in t  a t  is s u e  betw een Jung and Buber i s  w hether God 
i s  m erely  immanent in  man's psyche or w hether God e x i s t s  
independent o f  man's psyche# Jung co n ce iv e s  o f  God as "an 
autonomous p sy c h ic  content**, and Buber se e s  such  a judgement as
(7 )  Buber, M artin , Mamre : E ssays in  R e l ig io n , p#19
(S ) Buber, E e l ip s e  o f  (jo'd,~ p p ^ » T 6 4 1 7 T - 1 7 6
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a com plete id e n t i f i c a t i o n  o f  God w ith  a p s y c h ic a l  co n ten t  
and a d e n ia l  o f  the r e a l i t y  o f  God to w hich such  a p s y c h ic a l  
co n ten t sim p ly  corresponds#
### Jung i d e n t i f i e s  h im s e lf  w ith  a view  accord in g  to  
w hich God does n o t e x i s t  'a b s o lu t e ly ' ,  th a t  i s ,
independent o f  th e human su b je c t  and beyond a l l  human
co n d itio n s" #  This means, in  e f f e c t ,  th a t  the  
p o s s i b i l i t y  i s  n o t l e f t  open th a t  God . . .  e x i s t s  
independent o f  as w e l l  as r e la te d  to  the human su b jec t#
I t  i s  in s te a d  made c le a r  th a t He does n o t e x i s t  apart
from man. This i s  indeed a sta tem en t about the tr a n s -
cen d en t. I t  i s  a s ta tem en t about what i t  i s  n o t and 
ju s t  through t h is  about what i t  i s  ^
A ccording to  Jung, th is  modern c o n sc io u sn e ss  now turns  
i t s e l f  w ith  i t s  'm ost in tim a te  and in te n se  ex p e c ta tio n s*  
to  the so u l#  This cannot mean an yth in g  o th e r  than th a t  
i t  w i l l  have n o th in g  more to  do w ith  th e God b e lie v e d  in  
by r e l i g i o n s ,  who i s  to  be su re  p r e se n t to  the s o u l ,  who 
r e v e a ls  H im self to  i t ,  communicates w ith  i t ,  but rem ains 
tra n scen d en t to  i t  in  His b e in g . Modern co n sc io u sn e ss  
turns in s te a d  toward the so u l as the o n ly  sphere w hich  
man can ex p ec t to  harbour a d iv in e .  In  s h o r t ,  a lth ou gh  
the new p sych o logy  p r o te s t s  th a t  i t  i s  'no w orld -v iew  
but a s c i e n c e ' ,  i t  no lo n g er  co n ten ts  i t s e l f  w ith  the  
r&le o f  an in te r p r e te r  o f  r e l i g i o n .  I t  p rocla im s the  
new r e l i g i o n ,  the o n ly  one which csin s t i l l  be tr u e , the  
r e l ig io n  o f  pure p sy ch ic  immanence '
In r e p ly  to  Buber, Jung contended th a t  he had n o t overstep p ed  
the l im it s  o f  s c i e n t i f i c  p sy ch o lo g y , th a t  he sim p ly  d escr ib ed
(9 )  Buber, E c lip s e  o f  God, pp. 107f
(1 0 ) I b id # , p : i i r ------------
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what was in  man's p sych e , i* e -  he sim p ly  m ain ta in ed  th a t  
sta tem en ts  about Ood are human (and th e r e fo r e  p sy c h ic )  s t a t e ­
ments and th a t  images o f  God are c r ea ted  by man h im s e lf .  Jung
co n sid ered  th a t  th e se  tr u th s  lead  n e c e s s a r i ly  to  the co n cep tio n
(11)
o f  God as " an autonomous p sy ch ic  content"  .
Buber, in  r e p ly in g  to Jung's r e p ly ,  p r e sse s  a d i s t in c t io n  
w hich Jung con tin u ed  n o t to  reco g n ize  in  h is  l im it in g  God to  
a p sy c h ic  con ten t#
The d i s t in c t i o n  w hich i s  here in  q u e s tio n  i s  thus n o t  
th a t  betw een p sy ch ic  and n on -p sych ic  s ta te m e n ts , but 
th a t  betw een p sy ch ic  sta tem en ts  to  w hich  a su p e r -  
p sy ch ic  r e a l i t y  corresponds and p sy ch ic  sta tem en ts  to  
w hich none corresp on d s. The scJence o f  p sy ch o lo g y , 
how ever, i s  n o t au th o r ized  to  make su ch  a d i s t in c t io n ;  
i t  resume8 too  much, i t  in ju r e s  i t s e l f ,  i f  i t  does
Buber gran ts th a t  images and id ea s o f  God are man-made, 
ju s t  as sta tem en ts  about Him are human sta tem en ts#  However, 
p sy ch o logy  as a s c ie n c e  i s  n o t q u a l i f ie d  to pronounce w hether  
or n o t th ere  e x i s t s  a r e a l i t y  o u ts id e  o f  the psyche to  w hich  
th e se  images and id ea s correspond and p o in t .
(1 1 ) Buber, E c lip s e  o f  God, p p .172-175
(1 2 ) Ib id # , p . 174
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• • •  th a t w hich i s  e s s e n t ia l  i s  s t i l l  the f a c t  th a t  
th ey  are ju s t  im ages. No man o f  f a i t h  im agines th a t  
he p o s s e s s e s  a photograph o f  God or a r e f l e c t io n  o f  
God in  a m agic m irror . Each knows th a t  he has p a in ted  
i t ,  he and o th e r s , But i t  was p a in ted  ju s t  as an im age, 
a l ik e n e s s .  That means i t  was p a in ted  in  the in te n t io n  
o f  f a i t h  d ir e c te d  towards the Image l e s s  whom the image 
'p o r tr a y s ' ,  th a t i s ,  means. This in te n t io n  o f  f a i t h  
d ir e c te d  towards an e x i s t in g  B ein g , towards One Who 
e x i s t s ,  i s  coipion to  men who b e l ie v e  out o f  v a r ied  
ex p er ien ce  11^)
We have g iv en  th is  ra th e r  extended  account o f  B uber's debate  
w ith  Jung a t  the b eg in n in g  o f  our paper fo r  two main r e a so n s . 
F ir s t ,  i t  shows th a t  Buber argues adamantly th a t  the r e a l i t y  o f  
God as e x i s t in g  independent o f  men can n e ith e r  be proved nor  
d isp ro v ed , but th a t  i t  i s  an a ff ir m a tio n  o f  f a i t h .  S econ d ly , 
i t  in tro d u ces  s e v e r a l  key id eas w hich we must co n sid er  in  our 
treatm ent o f  B uber's te a ch in g  o f  tran scen d en ce , v i z . ,  th a t God 
i s  im a g e le s s , in e x p r e s s ib le ,  e c l ip s e d  from modern c o n s c io u s n e s s , 
and tra n scen d en t o f  h is  r e la t io n  to  men We s h a l l  re tu rn  to  th ese  
p o in ts  l a t e r ,  but f i r s t  l e t  us n ote  how Buber a r r iv e s  a t  the 
n o tio n  o f  the r e a l i t y  o f  God whose e x is te n c e  he d efends so  
pass io n a t e ly .
Buber's th eo ry  o f  knowledge d i f f e r s  from t r a d i t io n a l  th e o r ie s
(1 3 ) Buber, E c lip s e  o f  God, p p .l7 4 f .
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( 1 4 )
in  th a t  he r e j e c t s  the sub je c t - o b j e c t  d iv i s io n .  On the  
co n tra ry , he argues th a t  the b a s ic  awareness th a t  one has o f  h is  
w orld and o f  h im s e lf  d e r iv e s  not from I - I t  r e la t io n s  where a 
s u b je c t  p e r c e iv e s  and r e f l e c t s  upon an o b je c t  but th a t  man's 
p r io r  r e la t io n  i s  th a t o f  I  and Thou. The I - I t  r e la t io n  i s  
o n ly  a second ary  a b s tr a c t io n  o f  t h is  prim ary mode o f  aw aren ess.
I t  i s  s im p ly  n o t the case th a t  the c h i ld  f i r s t  
p e r c e iv e s  an o b je c t ,  th en , as i t  w ere, puts h im s e lf  in  
r e la t io n  w ith  i t .  But th e  e f f o r t  to  e s t a b l i s h  r e la t io n  
comes f i r s t  -  th e hand o f  the c h ild  arched ou t so  th a t  
what i s  over a g a in s t  him may n e s t le  under i t ;  second  
i s  the a c tu a l r e la t io n ,  a sa y in g  o f  Thou w ith o u t w ords, 
in  the s t a t e  p reced in g  the word form; the th in g  l ik e  
the 2 , i s  produced l a t e ,  a r is in g  a f t e r  the o r ig in a l  
ex p er ie n c es  have been s p l i t  asunder and th e  connected  
p a rtn ers se p a r a te d . In the b eg in n in g  i s  r e la t io n  -  as 
ca teg o ry  o f  b e in g , r e a d in e s s , grasp in g  form , mould fo r  
th e i t  i s  the a p r io r i  o f  r e la t io n ,  the inborn
Thus, Buber contends th a t  man's knowledge o f  h is  world i s
through I-Thou r e la t io n s ,  and th a t  "the r e la t io n s  to  the Thou
(1 6 )
i s  d ir e c t" ;  and, s in c e  Buber regards the r e la t io n  betw een a
human 'I*  and a human 'Thou' to  be the s im ile  o f  the r e la t io n
(17)
betw een a human ' I '  and the 'E tern a l T hou', i t  fo l lo w s  th a t  
we may sa y  o f  t h i s  l a t t e r  r e la t io n  what we have s a id  o f  the 
form er, i . e .  th a t  i t  i s  d ir e c t  knowing based  upon the a p r io r i
(1 4 )  Friedman, op . c i t . ,  p p . l ô S f f ,
(1 5 ) Buber, I  And Thou, p .87
(1 6 ) I b id . ,  p H l
(1 7 ) I b id . ,  p . 103
— 2 0 9 —
o f  r e la t io n  and upon grace and w i l l .  In deed , Buber speaks o f
God as "the B ein g  th a t  i s  d i r e c t ly ,  most n ea r ly ,a n d  l a s t i n g l y ,
(18)
over a g a in s t  us . . . "  in  r e la t io n  w ith  whom alon e an I
(19)
can be consummated.
However, Buber does n o t se e k  to  b y -p ass the world in  t h is  
d ir e c t  r e la t io n  w ith  th e  E te r n a l Thou. Indeed , he r e j e c t s  
m y s t ic a l approaches to  God no l e s s  than r a t io n a l  in fe r e n c e s  o f  
His e x i s t e n c e .  Man o n ly  s te p s  in to  r e la t io n  to  God in  c o n c r e te ,  
h i s t o r i c a l  s i t u a t io n s  in  th e w o r ld .
The exten ded  l in e s  o f  r e la t io n s  m eet in  the e t e r n a l  Thou. 
E very p a r t ic u la r  Thou i s  a glim pse through to  th e  
e t e r n a l  Thou; by means o f  every  p a r t ic u la r  Thou the  
prim ary word ad d resses the e t e r n a l  T h o u ? 9 J
For to  s te p  in to  pure r e la t io n  i s  n o t to  d isr eg a rd  
e v e r y th in g  b ut to  s e e  e v e r y th in g  in  the Thou,n o t to  
renounce the w orld but to  e s t a b l i s h  i t  on i t s  tru e  
b a s i s .  To lo o k  away from the w orld , or  to  s ta r e  a t  
i t ,  does n o t h e lp  a man to  reach  God; b u t he who se e s  
the w orld  in  Him stan d s in  His p r e se n c e . 'Here w orld , 
th ere  God' i s  th e language o f  I t ;  'God in  the world* i s  
another language o f  I t ;  but t o  e lim in a te  or le a v e  
behind n o th in g  a t  a lT 7 to  in c lu d e  the w hole world in  the 
Thou, to  g iv e  the w orld  i t s  due and i t s  tr u th , to  in c lu d e  
n o th in g  b e s id e  God but e v e r y th in g  in  Him -  t h is  Is  f u l l  
and com plete r e la t io n n e l)
(1 8 ) Buber, I  And Thou, p p .8 0 f .
(1 9 ) I b id . ,  p .75
(2 0 ) I b id . ,  p .75
(2 1 ) I b i d . ,  p .79
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I f  you ex p lo re  th e l i f e  o f  th in g s  and o f  co n d itio n ed  
b ein g  you come to  the unfathom able, i f  you deny the  
l i f e  o f  th in g s  and o f  co n d itio n ed  b e in g  you stan d  
b efo re  n o th in g n e ss , i f  you h a llow  t h is  l i f e  you meet 
the l i v in g  God 122)
Our in t e r e s t  i s  n o t so  much in  th e  how o f  an I ' s  r e la t io n  to  
God as w ith  the th a t  o f  t h is  r e la t io n ,  ex cep t in s o fa r  as the how 
speaks o f  God. The p o in t  we w ish  to  make here i s  s im p ly  th a t  
B uber's approach o f  I-Thou r e la t io n s  r e s u l t s  in  o n e 's  knowing 
God. J u st as in  a human I-Ttiou r e la t io n  one knows p r im a r ily  and 
t r u ly  the r e a l i t y  o f  the o th er  and the I ,  i t s e l f ,  so  in  th e I-Thou  
r e la t io n  w ith  God, one knows God. This knowing o f  God r e s t s  upon  
two f a c t o r s :  F i r s t ,  grace s in c e  God must g iv e  H im self to  men,
be n ear them, be t r u ly  over  a g a in st  them; and, seco n d , w i l l  
s in c e  man must be open, ready, and w i l l in g  to  go out and meet 
God. In such  a way one en cou n ters God, and i t  i s  the tr u th  o f  
th is  m eetin g  w ith  th e  o th er  th a t we have seen  Buber d efen d in g  in  
h is  argument w ith  Jung. T h erefo re , we conclude th a t  w hatever e l s e  
B uber's approach may seek  to  a r r iv e  a t ,  i t  a t  l e a s t  seek s to  
provide the c e r ta in ty  o f  'th e  o th e r ' th a t  one en co u n ters , "the  
B eing th a t  i s  d i r e c t ly ,  most c le a r ly  and most l a s t i n g ly  over  
a g a in st  me".
We must now ask  what i t  i s  th a t  one may know o f th e  Other
( 2 2 )  B u b er ,  I  And Thou. p*79
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which one encou n ters*  At f i r s t s  i t  apps ars th a t  Buber a llow s
n o th in g  to  be known about God a t a l l .  He says th a t  in  en cou n ters
w ith  God  ^ "Man r e c e iv e s ,  and he r e c e iv e s  n o t a s p e c i f i c  ' c o n te n t ' ,
(2 3 )
but a P resen ce , a P resence as power". Nor, he s a y s ,  i s  i t
" n ecessary  to  know som ething about God in  order r e a l ly  to  b e l ie v e
in  Him: many tru e b e l ie v e r s  know how to  t a lk  W  God but n o t about
Him. I f  one dare to  turn  toward the unknown God, to  go to  meet
(24)
Him, to  c a l l  to  Him, R e a l i ty  i s  present"  .
R e lig io n  . . .  in so fa r  as i t  speaks o f  knowledge a t  a l l ,  
does n o t understand i t  as a n o e t ic  r e la t io n  o f  a 
th in k in g  s u b je c t  to  a n e u tr a l o b je c t  o f  th o u g h t, but 
ra th e r  as m utual c o n ta c t , as th e  g e n u in e ly  r e c ip r o c a l  
m eetin g  in  th e f u l ln e s s  o f  l i f e  betw een one a c t iv e  
e x is te n c e  and an o th er . S im i la r i ly ,  i t  u nd erstan ds f a i t h  
as the en tran ce in to  t h is  r e c ip r o c i t y ,  as b in d in g  o n e s e l f  
in  r e la t io n s h ip  w ith  an undem onstrable  and u n p rovab le , y e t  
even  s o , in  r e la t io n s h ip ,  knowable B ein g , from whom a l l  
meaning oom es1^5)
Thus, Buber seems to  make a d i s t in c t io n  between knowing in  
the sen se  o f  en co u n ter in g  and knowing in  the sen se  o f  p o s s e s s in g  
knowledge a b o u t. In f a i t h  one knows God, i . e .  en cou n ters Him. To 
be s u r e , Buber does n o t se e k  to  prove th e  e x is t e n c e  o f  God by 
argument from p erso n a l en co u n ter , fo r  en tran ce in to  su ch  en cou n ter  
i s  f a i t h  i t s e l f .  N e v e r th e le s s , the man o f  f a i t h  "knows th a t  God
(2 3 ) Buber, I  And Thou, p . 110
(2 4 ) Buber, E c lip s e  o f  God, p .40
(2 5 ) I b id . ,  pTîG
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is"  even i f  t h is  f a i t h  i s  undem onstrable  and u n p ro v a b le . S u r e ly ,  
t h is  i s  ju s t  th e  p o in t  o f  B uber's c o n tr o v ersy  w ith  Jung, i . e .  th a t  
the knowing o f  a I-Thou r e la t io n  cannot be judged by c a te g o r ie s  
o f  I - I t  e p is to m o lo g y , by an ep isto m o lo g y  th a t  co n c e iv e s  o f  God 
as e i t h e r  an o b je c t  o f  p e r c e p tio n  or a s u b je c t iv e  p sy ch ic  c o n te n t .  
W hatever e l s e  may be d en ied  the knowing o f  f a i t h ,  i t  would seem  
t h a t ,  a t  l e a s t ,  f a i t h  knows th a t  God i s .
But does one know no more o f  God than  th a t  He i s  ? We have 
a lrea d y  se e n  th a t  Buber argues th a t  God i s  im a g e le s s , th a t  no 
man has a p ld tu r e  o f  God, th a t  no one knows what God r e a l l y  i s .  
Indeed , th e  r e a l i t y  th a t  i s  p r e se n t i s  n o t to  be con fu sed  w ith  
any image or  id ea  o f  i t .
The r e l ig io u s  r e a l i t y  o f  the m eetin g  w ith  th e M eeter, 
who sh in e s  through a l l  forms and i s  H im se lf fo r m le ss ,  
knows no image o f  Him, n o th in g  com prehensib le as o b je c t .
I t  o n ly  knows the p resen ce  o f  th e P resen t One. Symbols 
o f  Him, w hether images or id e a s , always e x i s t  f i r s t  when \  
and in s o fa r  as Thou becomes He, and th a t  means I t (26)
For th e  id ea  o f  God, th a t  m a sterp iece  o f  man's c o n str u c ­
tio n , i s  o n ly  the image o f  im ages, the m ost l o f t y  o f  a l l  
the images by w hich man im agines the image l e s s  God, I t  
i s  e s s e n t i a l l y  repugnant to  man to  r e c o g n iz e  t h is  f a c t  and 
remain s a t i s f i e d .  For when man learns^  to  love  God, he 
se n se s  an a c t u a l i t y  w hich r i s e s  above the id e a . Even i f  
he makes th e p h ilo s p h e r 's  g rea t e f f o r t  to  s u s ta in  the
( 2 6 )  B u b er ,  E c l i p s e  o f  God, p . 62
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o b je c t  o f  h is  p h ilo so p h ic  th ou gh t, the lo v e  i t s e l f  
bears w itn e ss  to  the e x is te n c e  o f  the B e lo v e d ^27)
However, Im ages, id e a s , and words are l e g i t im a t e ly  used  
in s o fa r  as th ey  are seen  to  be p o in te r s  to God, in s o fa r  as th ey  
d ir e c t  one beyond th em se lves to  the R e a l i ty  th a t  s h in e s  through  
them, and in  the u se  o f  the word 'G od', Buber g iv e s  an example o f  
how a word may p ro p er ly  be u sed  as an image o f  e x p r e s s io n  o f  the  
R e a l i ty  to  which i t  r e f e r s .
Where m ight I  f in d  a word l ik e  i t  (th e  word 'God') to  
d e sc r ib e  the h ig h e s t !  I f  I took  the p u r e s t ,  most 
sp a r k lin g  con cep t from th e in n er  treasu re-ch am b er o f  
the p h ilo so p h e r s , I  cou ld  o n ly  cap tu re th ereb y  an 
u n b in d in g  product o f  th o u g h t. I  co u ld  n o t capture the  
p resen ce o f  Him Whom the g en er a tio n s  o f  men have 
honoured and degraded w ith  t h e ir  awesome l i v i n g  and 
d y in g . I  do indeed mean Him Whom the he 1 1 -torm ented  
and h e a v e n -s to n à în g  g en er a tio n s  o f  men mean. C e r ta in ly ,  
th ey  draw c a r ic a tu r e s  and w r ite  'God' underneath; th ey  
murder one an oth er and sa y  ' in  God's name*. But when
a l l  madness and d e lu s io n  f a l l  to  d u s t ,  when th ey  stan d
over a g a in s t  Him in  the l o n e l i e s t  darlm ess and no lo n g er  
say  'He, H e ', but r a th e r  s ig h  'T hou', sh ou t 'T hou ', a l l  
o f  them the one word, and when th e y  th en  add 'G od', i s  i t  
n o t the r e a l  God Whom th ey  a l l  im p lore , the One L iv in g  God, 
the God o f  th e  c h ild r e n  o f  man? Is  i t  n o t .  He Who h ears  
them? And ju s t  fo r  t h is  reason  i s  n o t th e  word ' God"', 
the word o f  a p p e a l, the word w hich has become a name, 
co n secra ted  in  a l l  human tongues fo r  a l l  tim es
And God, so  we may su rm ise , does n o t d e s p is e  a l l  th e se
s im i la r ly  and n e c e s s a r i ly  untrue im ages, but r a th e r  
s u f f e r s  th a t  one lo o k  a t  Him through them . Y et th ey
(2 7 )  Buber, E c l ip s e  o f  God, p .84
(2 8 )  Buber, M artin , To Éàflow  This L i f e , p p . l 3 f .
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always q u ic k ly  d e s ir e  to  be more than th ey  a r e , more 
than s ig n s  and p o in te r s  towards Him. I t  f i n a l l y  
happens e v e r  ag a in  th a t  th ey  s w e l l  th em selves up and 
o b s tr u c t  the way to  Him, and He removes H im self from  
themX29)
However, even  i f  we may see  th a t acco rd in g  to  Buber a l l  our 
images and id eas do n o t r e a l l y  t e l l  us about God, we may s t i l l  
w ish  to  ask  i f  we are n o t g iv en  knowledge about God in  His own 
r e v e la t io n .  To t h i s  q u e s t io n , Buber g iv e s  a 'y e s  and n o' answ er. 
F i r s t ,  we c o n s id e r  h is  'no ' answer, and we b eg in  by n o tin g  a summary 
o f  B uber's id ea  o f  r e v e la t io n  g iv en  by W ill  H erberg.
R e v e la t io n  i s  the ' supreme m eetin g ' o f  the p eop le  or  
th e in d iv id u a l  w ith  God. I t  i s  d i a lo g i c a l ,  hence  
e s s e n t i a l l y  d iv ine-hum an. I t  i s  n e i th e r  ex p er ien ce  
nor know ledge, and comes n o t w ith  a s p e c i f i c  co n ten t  
o f  any s o r t ,  but as the se lf-co m m u n ica tio n  o f  'P resen ce  
as p ow er', w hich embraces the 'whole f u l ln e s s  o f  r e a l  
m utual a c t io n ' ,  the ' in e x p r e s s ib le  co n firm a tio n  o f  
m ea n in g ', and the c a l l  to  confirm  ( 'make tru e  ' ) th is  , v
meaning ' in  t h i s  l i f e  and in  r e la t io n  w ith  th e  w orld ''. '
In th e same te n o r  Friedman sa y s :
R e v e la tio n  i s  thus man's en cou n ter w ith  God's p resen ce  
r a th e r  than in fo rm a tio n  about His e s s e n c e .  Buber 
r e j e c t s  the e i t h e r /o r  o f  r e v e la t io n  as o b je c t iv e  or  
s u b je c t iv e  in .fa v o u r  o f  th e u n d erstan d in g  o f  r e v e la t io n  
as d ia lo g ica lW ^ ^
(2 9 ) Buber, E c l ip s e  o f  God , p .63
(3 0 ) Buber, M artin , The W ritin gs o f  M artin B uber, p .29
(3 1 ) Friedm an, op . c i t . ,  p .246
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Buber i s  q u ite  c le a r  th a t  what God r e v e a ls  o f  H im self i s
n e i th e r  knowledge o f  H is B eing nor knowledge o f  His form o f
appearance to  His p eo p le ; ra th er  He r e v e a ls  H im self as "I s h a l l
<32)
be th er e  as He who I  th ere  s h a l l  b e" . Buber t r e a t s  t h i s  c o n c e p t-  
ion  o f  ' r e v e la t io n  as prom ise* in  s e v e r a l  o f  h is  w r it in g s ,  but we 
quote h ere a le n g th y  but com plete and c o n te x tu a l ly  c le a r  account 
from h is  book, M oses,
As r e p ly  to  h is  q u e s t io n  about th e name ( o f  God) Moses 
i s  t o ld ;  Ehyeh a sh er  eh yeh . This i s  u s u a l ly  u nd erstood  
to  mean 'I  am th a t I  am' In the sen se  th a t  YHVH d e sc r ib e s  
h im s e lf  as the B eing One or even the E v e r la s t in g  One, the  
one u n a lte r a b ly  p e r s i s t in g  in  h is  b e in g . But th a t  would  
be a b s tr a c t io n  o f  a kind w hich does n o t u s u a l ly  come about 
in  p er io d s o f  in c r e a s in g  r e l ig io u s  v i t a l i t y ;  w h ile  in  
a d d it io n  the verb in  th e  B ib l i c a l  language does n o t carry  
t h i s  p a r t ic u la r  shade o f  meaning o f  pure e x i s t e n c e .  I t  
means: happ en in g , coming in to  b e in g , b e in g  th e r e , b e in g
p r e s e n t , b e in g  thus and th u s; b u t n o t b e in g  in  an a b s tr a c t  
s e n s e . ' I  am th a t  I  am' cou ld  o n ly  be u n d erstood  as an 
a v o id in g  o f  the q u e s t io n , as a 'sta tem en t w hich  w ith h o ld s  any 
in fo rm a tio n ' . . . .  Behind i t  stan d s the im p lied  r e p ly  to  
th o se  in f lu e n c e d  by the m ag ica l p rg ic tice s  o f  E gypt, th o se  
in fe c t e d  by t e c h n ic a l  m agic: i t  i s  su p er flu o u s  fo r  you to
w ish  to  invoke me; in  accordance w ith  my ch a r a c te r  I  ag a in  
and a g a in  stan d  by th ose  whom I  b e fr ie n d ;  and I  would have 
you know indeed  th a t  I  b e fr ie n d  you .05 )
(3 2 )  o f ,  G reta H o rt's  t r a n s la t io n  o f  'Ic h  werde d a s e in , a ls  
d er Ich  d a se in  w er d e ', and h er reason s c i t e d  as to  keep  
''both the meaning and the a r r e s t in g  q u a l i t y  o f  the  
o r ig in a l  phrase" , in  h er  in tr o d u c tio n  to Mamre  ^ p . x i .
( 3 3 )  B u b er ,  M a r t in ,  M o s e s , p p . S l f .
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This i s  fo llo w ed  in  th e second p a r t by 'That I s h a l l  
be p r e s e n t ' ,  or 'As w hich  I s h a l l  be p resen t*  . # . *
YHVH indeed  s t a t e s  th a t  he w i l l  always be p r e s e n t> but 
a t  any g iv e n  moment as the one whom he th en , in  th a t  
g iv en  moment, w i l l  be p resen t#  He who prom ises h is  
s te a d y  p r e se n c e , h is  s te a d y  a s s i s t a n c e ,  r e fu s e s  to  
r e s t r i c t  h im s e lf  to  d e f in i t e  forms o f  m a n ife s ta t io n . #
YEVH i s  'He who w i l l  be p r e se n t'  or  'He who i s  h e r e ' ,  he 
who i s  p r e se n t h ere ; n o t m erely  some tim e and some where 
but in  e v e r y  now and in  ev ery  h e r e . Now th e name ex p r e sse s  
h is  c h a r a c te r  and a ssu res  the f a i t h f u l  o f  th e  r ic h ly  
p r o te c t iv e  p resen ce  o f  t h e ir  Lord 1^5)
T his d is c u s s io n  p o in ts  out and e x p la in s  B uber's s ta tem en t
th a t " r e v e la t io n  does n o t d e a l  w ith  the s e c r e t  o f  God b u t w ith
{ 36)
the l i f e  o f  m an...'.'
M eeting w ith  God does n ot come to  man in  ord er th a t  he 
may concern  h im s e lf  w ith  God, but in  ord er  th a t  he may 
con firm  th a t  th ere  i s  meaning in  the w o r ld . A l l  
r e v e la t io n  i s  summons and sen d in g . But aga in  and aga in  
man b r in g s  ab ou t, in s te a d  o f  r e a l i s a t i o n ,  a r e f le x io n  
to  Him who r e v e a ls  : he w ish es to  concern  h im s e lf  w ith
God in s te a d  o f  w ith  th e  w orld
I f  we ask  why i t  i s  th a t  man so  con cern s h im s e lf  w ith  God 
r a th e r  than resp on d in g  to  His summons and sen d in g , th en  Buber 
r e p l ie s  :
Man d e s ir e s  to  p o sse s s  God. Man d e s ir e s  a c o n t in u ity  in  
space and tim e o f  p o s s e s s io n  o f  God. He i s  n o t co n ten t
(5 4 )  Buber, M artin , M oses, p .52
(5 5 )  I b i d . ,  p . 53
(3 6 ) Buber, Mamre, p . 11
(3 7 ) Buber, I  And Thou, p . 115
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w ith  the in e x p r e s s ib le  co n firm a tio n  o f  m eaning, b ut 
w ants to  se e  t h i s  co n firm a tio n  s tr e tc h e d  ou t as 
som ething th a t  can be c o n t in u a l ly  taken  up and ( 38  ) 
handled  . . . .  Thus God becomes an o b je c t  o f  f a i t h  . . . *
However, h aving  s a id  th a t  R e v e la tio n  does n o t d e a l w ith  the
s e c r e t  o f  God b ut w ith  the l i f e  o f  men, Buber i s  l e f t  w ith  th e
n o tio n  o f  r e v e la t io n  as d ir e c t io n  fo r  men, and i t  i s  in  t r e a t in g
t h is  m atter  th a t  we f in d  h is  'y es  answer' to  our q u e stio n  w hether
or n o t one can know an yth in g  about God from His r e v e la t io n .  B uber 'j
f u l l e s t  trea tm en t o f  t h is  q u e stio n  may be found in  h is  e s s a y
(39)
Im a ta tio  D e i ,where he s t a r t s  w ith  the commandment o f  Deuteronomy
1 3 :5 , "Him your God s h a l l  ye walk a f te r " , and asks how one can
fo llo w  the h idd en  God o f  Judaism . Buber c o n s id e r s  th a t  t h is
problem  i s  n o t n e a r ly - s o  d i f f i c u l t  fo r  C h r is t ia n i ty  s in c e ,  "For
the C h r is t ia n  th e  human l i f e  w hich e s ta b l is h e d  him a C h r is t ia n
i s  the standard  and p a tte r n ; he does n o t im ita te  a p id tu re he
(40 )
im ita te s  a l i f e - h i s to r y " .
The im ita t io n  o f  God is  f o r  C h r is t ia n ity  id e n t i c a l  w ith  
the im ita t io n  o f  i t s  Founder who p r e se n ts  to  i t  th e D e ity  
in  a human form and in  a human l i f e ,  as the G ospel o f  
John l e t s  th e Founder h im s e lf  sa y  in  the w ords, 'he th a t  
h ath  seen  me h ath  seen  the F a th e r '1^ )^
(3 8 ) Buber, I  And Thou, p . 113
(3 9 ) Buber, Mamre , p p .3 2 ^ 3
(4 0 ) I b i d . ,  p . 37
(4 1 )  I b i d . ,  p .34
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But B uber's problem Is more d i f f i c u l t ,  fo r  he se e s  th a t  
Judaism has no m ed iator (su ch  as he co n s id e rs  Jesu s to  b e) to  
im i t a t e .
The im ita t io n  o f  God, o f  the r e a l  God, n o t o f  th e  
w is h fu l  c r e a t io n ;  th e im ita t io n  n o t o f  a m ed iator in  
human form, but o f  God H im self -  th a t  i s  the c e n tr a l  
paradox o f  Judaism!'^*/
Buber seek s  to  s o lv e  t h i s  problem by d is t in g u is h in g  betw een  
God's ' f a c e '  or n a tu r e , God as He i s  H im se lf , and God's 'w ays' 
o r 'name'•
Thus i t  was n o t vou ch safed  to  Moses to  se e  God's ' f a c e ' ,  
but he le a r n t  h is  'w a y s ', w hich God h im s e lf  p rocla im ed , 
p a ss in g  by b e fo re  him; and th is  p roclam ation  God c a l l s  
the p roclam ation  o f  h is  'name ' .(43)
Having made t h is  d i s t in c t io n  betw een God's s e c r e t  and God's 
w ays, Buber contends th a t  the l a t t e r  are r e v e a le d  in  ord er th a t  
men may im ita te  them.
The s e c r e t  o f  God w hich  sto o d  over Job 's  ta b er n a c le  
(Job 2 9 :4 )  can o n ly  be fathomed by s u f f e r in g ,  n o t  
by q u e s t io n in g , and man i s  forb id d en  to  pry in to  and 
im ita te  th e se  s e c r e t  ways o f  God. But God's h a n d ic r a f t ,  
h is  r e v e a le d  way o f  w orking, has been la id  upon u s ,  and 




Buber, Mamre , p .37 
I b id . ,  p .43 
I b id . ,  p . 43
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F u rth er , God's commandments, His m izw oth .a r e  n o th in g  e l s e  
but H is ways o f  w ork in g . H is m iddoth made human.
I t  s a y s :  (D eu t. 1 3 :5 ) :  'Him your God s h a l l  ye w alk
a f t e r '  . . . .  But i t  i s  meant in  t h i s  way: fo llo w  th e
m id doth , the ' a t t r i b u t e s ' ,  s t i l l  b e t t e r ,  the ways in  
w hich  God works as th e se  are made known to  man. As 
he c lo th e d  the nakedness o f  the f i r s t  human b e in g s ,  
as he v i s i t e d  the s i c k  Abraham in  th e  grove a t  Mamre 
(a c c o r d in g  to  t r a d i t io n  Abraham was th ere  a t  the time 
when he was s u f f e r in g  a f t e r  h is  c ir c u m c is io n ) ,  as he 
com forted  Isa a c  w ith  h is  b le s s in g  a f t e r  Abraham's 
d e a th , u n t i l  th e l a s t  a c t  o f  God in  th e P en ta teu ch :
As he h im s e lf  b u r ied  Moses -  a l l  th e se  are en acted  
m iddoth , v i s i b l e  p a tte r n s  fo r  man, and the mizwoth are  
m iddoth made human. 'My h a n d ic r a f t ' ,  as th e M idrash  
T ets' God sa y  to  Abraham, ' i s  to  do good -  you have 
tak en  up my h a n d ic r a f t '  .(46)
However, we would be wrong i f  we b e l ie v e d  th a t  Buber here  
c a l l s  f o r  an accep tan ce o f  r e v e la t io n  s im p ly  b ecau se i t  i s  
con ta in ed  in  th e Hebrew B ib le .  As we have s e e n , f o r  Buber 
r e v e la t io n  i s  the en co u n ter  o f  an I  w ith  th e E te r n a l Thou, w hich  
en cou n ter  g iv e s  a summons and a se n d in g . Furtherm ore, a cco rd in g  
to  Buber, each  en cou n ter  in  the s ig n s  o f  l i f e  i s  a s e l f -  
a u th e n t ic a t in g  r e v e la t io n  as may be se e n  in  h is  answer to  the  
q u e s t io n  o f  who i t  i s  th a t  speaks to  us in  th e se  s ig n s ,  in  th e se  
e n c o u n te r s •
( 4 5 )  B u b er ,  Mamre, p p . 4 2 f
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I t  would n o t a v a i l  us to  g iv e  fo r  r e p ly  the word 
'God', i f  we d id  n o t g iv e  i t  out o f  th a t  d e c is iv e  hour 
o f  p erso n a l e x is te n c e  when we had to  fo r g e t  e v e ry th in g  
we im agined we knew o f  God, when we dared to  keep  
n o th in g  handed down or lea rn ed  or s e l f - c o n t r iv e d ,  no . 
shred  o f  know ledge, and were plunged in to  the n ig h t
God's summons and sen d in gs a r e , th en , the commandments o f  a
God o f  the moment, and one can n ev er  t e l l  from the l a s t  moment's
commandment what the n ex t m ight b e . "What occurs to me says
som ething to  me, but what i t  says to  me cannot be r e v ea led  by
any e s o t e r ic  in fo rm a tio n : fo r  i t  has n ever  been s a id  b efo re
(47)
nor i s  i t  composed o f  sounds th a t have ev e r  been sa id ."  How, 
th en , we may a sk , can one fo llo w  commandments o f  su ch  a momentary 
and changing n atu re?  Buber seek s to  answer t h i s  q u e stio n  by 
two m eans. F i r s t ,  God's commandments are seen  to  be new in so fa r  
as regards new or d i f f e r e n t  con crete  s i t u a t io n s  through w hich  
th ey  come and to  w hich th ey  a p p ly . Second, a c t u a l ly  from  
momentary summons and sen d in g  th ere  emerges some s o r t  o f  u n ity  or 
id e n t i t y .
When we a r is e  out o f  i t  (a  form er moment o f  r e v e la t io n )  
in to  the new l i f e  and th ere  b eg in  to  r e c e iv e  the s ig n s ,  
what can we know o f  th a t  -  o f  him who g iv e s  them to  u s?
(4 6 ) Buber, M artin , Between Man And Man, p p*14f.
(4 7 ) I b id . ,  p .12
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Only what we ex p er ien ce  from time to  tim e from the  
s ig n s  th e m se lv e s . I f  we name the sp ea k er  o f  t h is  
sp eech  God, th en  i t  i s  always the God o f  a moment, 
a moment God 148)
Buber seek s  to  i l l u s t r a t e  t h is  p o in t by the example o f  how 
one comes to  know about a p o et in  le a r n in g  som ething o f  him  
from s in g u la r  poems w hich he has w r it t e n .
When we r e a l ly  understand  a poem, a l l  we know o f  the 
p o et i s  what we le a r n  o f  him in  the poem . . .  th e 1 
w hich approaches u s i s  the s u b je c t  o f  t h i s  s in g le "  
poem. But when we read o th er  poems by the p oet in  
the same true way th e ir  su b je c ts  combine in  a l l  t h e ir  
m u l t i p l i c i t y ,  com p letin g  and con firm in g  one an oth er , 
to  form the one polyphony o f  the p e r so n 's  e x i s t e n c e (49 )
In  su ch  a way, out o f  the g iv e r s  o f  s ig n s ,  th e  sp eak ers  
o f  th e words in  l iv e d  l i f e ,  out o f  th e  moment Gods 
th ere  a r is e s  fo r  us w ith  .a s in g le  id e n t i t y  th e  Lord 
o f  th e v o ic e ,  the One /
Not o n ly  does some s o r t  o f  id e n t i t y  emerge from the g iv e r s
o f  s ig n s ,  but some s o r t  o f  p a tte r n  emerges in  th e summons and
sen d in gs th e m se lv e s . That Buber b e l ie v e s  t h i s  i s  so may be
se e n , i f  n o t in  a c tu a l w ords, a t l e # s t  in  im p lic a t io n , in  h is
(5 1 )
e s s a y , 'On th e S u sp en sion  o f  the E t h i c a l ' . Here he ta k es
(4 8 )  Buber, M artin , Between Man And Man, p . 15
(4 9 ) I b id . ,  p . 15
(5 0 ) Ib id , p . 15
(5 1 ) Buber, E c l ip s e  o f  God, pp# 149-156
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up K ierk egaard 's  in te r p r e ta t io n  o f  Abraham's w i l l in g n e s s  to
(5 2 )
s a c r i f i c e  I s a a c . K ierkegaard judges th a t  one lea rn s  from th is  
s to r y  th a t  God who g iv e s  th e  commandn^nt, 'Thou s h a l l t  n o t k i l l '  
can a ls o  suspend i t ,  and fu r th e r  th a t  th ere  may be o th e r  tim es i: 
o th er  l i v e s  when G od-given e t h i c a l  commands may be suspended in  
accordance w ith  God's w i l l .  Buber judges th a t  God tr u ly  d id  
suspend the e t h i c a l  command fo r  Abraham, b u t th a t  t h is  may n o t  
n e c e s s a r i ly  be an example f o r  a l l  o f  u s .  In deed , we must be 
v ery  sure th a t  the v o ic e  th a t  commands us to  suspend the e t h i c a l  
i s  r e a l l y  the v o ic e  o f  God and n o t o f  one o f  h is  a p e s . But how 
are we to  d i s t in g u is h  betw een God's v o ic e  and commandments and 
th o se  o f  h is  im ita to r s?  Buber h ere seems to  su g g e s t  th a t  ju s t  
as a u n ity  em erges in  the g iv e r s  o f  s ig n s  by w hich one may know 
the One Lord, so  th ere  emerges a standard  from God's commands by 
w hich we can judge th e  commands th a t  we h ear as to  w hether th ey  
be God's or th o se  o f  Moloch who im ita te s  God's v o ic e .
In c o n tr a s t  to  th is  (th e  v o ic e  o f  M oloch) God H im self  
demands t h is  o f  ev ery  man (n o t o f Abraham, H is chosen on e, 
b u t o f  you and me) n o th in g  more than j u s t ic e  and lo v e ,  
and th a t  we 'w alk humbly* w ith  Him, w ith  God (M icah 6 :8 )  j  
in  o th e r  w ords, n o t much more than the fundam ental ethicalx'^
(5 2 ) c f .  Fear and Trem bling
(5 3 ) Buber, E c lip s e  o f  6o4T p . 153
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I t  would appear th a t  Buber cannot l o g i c a l l y  h old  th e  two
p o s it io n s  o f  a s e l f - a u t h e n t ic a t in g  moment o f  r e v e la t io n  and o f
a standard  by w hich  to  judge such 'r e v e la t io n s * .  Indeed , he
does n o t e x a c t ly  s t a t e  th ese  p o s i t io n s ,  b ut i t  would appear
th a t  he d e s ir e s  the c e r ta in ty  o f  the form er and the s a f e t y
o f  th e l a t t e r .  However, he may w e l l  be c o r r e c t  when he says th a
demands o f  f a l s e  a b so lu te s  (apes o f  God) can be d e te c te d  when
one i s  th orou gh ly  h o n est w ith  o n e s e l f  in  regard  to  o n e 's  oWn
(54)
w ish es and the f e l t  demands o f  God. I t  may w e l l  be th a t  in
p erso n a l ex p er ie n c e  t h is  l o g i c a l  o p p o s it io n  does n o t hold  t r u e .
I t  may be th a t  i f  we are co m p lete ly  h o n e s t , i f  we " p en etra te
aga in  and ag a in  in to  the f a l s e  a b so lu te  w ith  an in c o r r u p t ib le ,
(55 )
probing g la n ce" , then  the r e v e la t io n s  th a t  are see n  as s e l f -  
a u th e n t ic a t in g  w i l l  be seen  to  be ju s t  th o se  th a t  comply w ith  
the standard  based on o th er  s e I f - a u t h e n t ic a t in g  r e v e la t io n s ,  
so  th a t  th e y , s im i la r  to  th e g iv e r s  o f  s ig n s ,  "combine in  a l l  
t h e ir  m u l t i p l i c i t y ,  co m p le tin g , and con firm in g  one a n o th er , to  
form the one polyphony" o f  God's h a n d ic r a f t .  His mizwoth and 
H is m iddoth.
(5 4 ) Buber, E c l ip s e  o f  God, p p . l 5 4 f f .
(5 5 ) I b i d . ,  p . 156
—22/^—
At t h is  p o in t  we in te r r u p t  our e x p o s it io n  o f  B uber's  
p o s i t io n  in  ord er to  examine two im p lic a t io n s  o f  h is  te a c h in g  
con cern in g  o n e 's  knowledge or la c k  o f  knowledge about God. F ir s t  
we ask  i f  i t  i s  tru e  th a t  o n e 's  en cou n ter w ith  God t e l l s  one 
n o th in g  about Him. Does su ch  m eetin g  a ffo r d  one knowledge o f  
God w hich  i s  o f  the n atu re o f  'm utual co n ta c t ' but n ot o f  
'n o e t ic  r e la t io n '?  In a ttem p tin g  to  answer th e se  q u e s t io n s ,  
we must r e f e r  to  th e I-Thou r e la t io n  between a human ' I  ' and a 
human 'Thou' w hich  Buber c la im s to  be the s im ile  o f  a D iv in e -  
human I-Thou r e la t io n .  S in ce  Buber a s s e r t s  th a t  in  f a i t h ,  by 
which one e n te r s  an I-Thou r e la t io n  w ith  God, one knows but does 
n ot know about God, we must ask  i f  in  a human I-Thou r e la t io n  an 
' I '  can know, w ith o u t knowing about, a 'T hou '. Now i t  w i l l  be 
seen  th a t  th is  q u e s tio n  i s  n o t the same as th e q u e s tio n  w hether  
or n o t one can know about a person  as an ' I t ' w ith o u t knowing 
him as a 'T hou ', f o r  s u r e ly  t h is  i s  p o s s ib le ;  w h ereas, in  
regard to  our o r ig in a l  q u e s t io n , i t  appears to  us th a t  one does 
n o t emerge from a hùman I-Thou r e la t io n  w ith o u t knowledge about 
the o th er  who was en co u n tered . Of co u rse , i t  i s  tru e  th a t  the  
knowledge th a t  r e s u l t s  from the m eetin g  i s  d i f f e r e n t  in  
c h a ra c ter  and e x te n t  from the 'knowing' th a t  occurs jn  the  
m eetin g . N e v e r th e le s s , i t  would s t i l l  appear th a t  su ch
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en cou n ter  does g iv e  some knowledge (though a s su r e d ly  n o t a 
com plete know ledge) o f  th e  o th er  th a t  i s  m et.
However, th ere  rem ains th e im portant q u e s t io n , w hether th is  
co n c lu s io n  h o ld s tru e  when a p p lied  to an 'I-Thou* en cou n ter w ith  
God, or w hether the human an alogy  breaks down a t  t h i s  p o in t .  One 
m ight argue th a t  the analogy  breaks down inasmuch as a l l  human 
' Thou 8 ' must become ' I t s ' ,  w h ile  God i s  e t e r n a l ly  Thou and can  
n ever become an ^It ' .  On the o th e r  hand i t  m i^ t  appear th a t  
Buber a llo w s a l im ite d  knowledge to  r e s u l t  from an en cou n ter  
w ith  God inasmuch as he speaks o f  r e v e la t io n  as 'summons and 
s e n d in g ', f o r  when we ask  w hether or n ot su ch  summons and 
sen d in gs t e l l  us an yth in g  o f  'th e  One who summons and sends ' i t  
would appear th a t  Buber must answer a f f ir m a t iv e ly  s in c e  he 
contends th a t  God's commandments are n o th in g  e l s e  b u t His own 
ways o f  w orking made m a n ife s t . Thus, f o r  Buber, th ere  does seem  
to  be a c o n te n t to  r e v e la t io n  w hich speaks about God, but ju s t  
how fa r  su ch  r e v e la t io n  a p p lie s  to  God i s  th e q u e stio n  th a t  we 
must c o n s id e r  in  our second p o in t .
In a sk in g  th is  q u e s t io n , we must keep in  mind Buber's  
d i s t in c t io n  betw een God's s e c r e t  and God's ways o f  w ork in g , fo r  
t h is  d i s t i n c t i o n  a llo w s Buber to  g ive  a 'y e s  and no' answer to  tl  
q u e stio n  o f  w hether or n o t r e v e la t io n  a ffo r d s  one knowledge aboui 
God -  y e s ,  r e v e la t io n  g iv e s  knowledge o f  God's ways o f  w orking
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i . e .  o f  God as He i s  in  r e la t io n  to  men; n o , r e v e la t io n  does 
n ot g iv e  knowledge o f  God's s e c r e t ,  i . e . o f  God as He i s  in  
H im se lf . However, we may w ish  to  q u e s t io n  th e le g it im a c y  o f  
B uber's d i s t in c t io n  betw een God's s e c r e t  and God's w ays. Are 
th ey  so  sh a r p ly  sep a ra ted ?  Does knowledge o f  God's h a n d ic r a ft  
t e l l  us o n ly  o f  His ways o f  w orking? I t  would appear to  us th a t  
Buber, h e r e , draws an overs harp d i s t in c t io n  w hich d ep a rtm en ta liz  
God and His r e v e la t io n ,  and we would argue th a t  n o t o n ly  are 
God's a c ts  r e v e la to r y  o f  His ways but th a t  th e y  are a l s o  
in d ic a t iv e  o f  His n atu re as He i s  in  H im self* This means th a t  
God's r e v e la t io n  i s  a r e a l  r e v e la t io n ,  i . e .  th a t  i t  r e v e a ls  Him 
e s s e n t i a l l y  and n o t sim p ly  as regards accommodation or r e la t io n .  
A lthough i t  may be q u ite  le g it im a te  to  sa y  th a t  knowledge o f  
God's ways i s  n o t e x h a u stiv e  o f  knowledge o f  God as He i s  in  
H im se lf, i t  does n o t fo l lo w  from such a p o s i t io n  th a t  God's 
r e v e a le d  ways o f  w orking are to be sep a ra ted  from His e s s e n t i a l  
n a tu r e . Indeed , i f  God's a c ts  stem  from His a s e i t a s  r a th e r  than  
from whim, th en  we should  ex p ec t God's a c ts  to  be in d ic a t iv e  o f  
H is a s e i t a s . We can n ot, th e r e fo r e , fo l lo w  Buber in  t h is  sharp  
d i s t i n c t i o n .  C on seq u en tly , the co n ten t o f  God's r e v e la t io n  
ta k es on more im portance than Buber w ish es to a llo w , f o r  i f  we 
deny the sharp se p a r a tio n  betw een God's s e c r e t  God's ways
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then  God's r e v e la t io n  w i l l  be seen  to  be a r e v e la t io n  o f  
H im self n o t sim p ly  as He i s  in  r e la t io n  to  men (God pro n o b is  ) 
b ut a ls o  as He i s  in  H im self (God a se  ) .
Thus fa r  we se e  th a t  Buber does indeed  w alk  a narrow
rid ge  betw een immanence and tra n scen d en ce . On th e  one hand,
he h o ld s th a t  God i s  p r e se n t to  men in  the w orld , th a t He i s
the o th er  who i s  most t r u ly  over a g a in s t  men and who r e v e a ls
His ways to  them. On the o th er  hand , Buber h o ld s th a t  God i s
n o t to  be confused  w ith  th e w orld . R e lig io n s  o f  a b so rp tio n  o f  G(
(56)
in  the w orld  are to  be r e j e c t e d .  A l l  images and id eas are a t  
b e s t  p o in te r s  to  God. The r e a l i t y  th a t  one en cou n ters i s  known 
to  be more than one can im agine, and the God th a t  one lea rn s  to  
lo v e  i s  known to be more than the p h ilo so p h e r 's  o b je c t  o f  though  
In a l l  th ese  ways Buber seek s to  m ain ta in  the n o tio n  o f  God's 
tra n scen d en ce . Indeed , the very  n o tio n  o f  God as the E te r n a l  
Thou speaks o f  His tra n scen d en ce , fo r  i t  i s  as E te r n a l Thou 
th a t God can n ever  be known in  the g n o s t ic  sen se  o f  e s o t e r ic  
and c o n t r o l l in g  know ledge. I t  i s  as th e E te r n a l Thou th a t God 
co m p lete ly  tran scen d s a l l  b e in g s who o f  t h e ir  natu re must aga in  
and aga in  become ' I t s ' fo r  men. I t  i s  as the E te r n a l Thou th a t
( 5 6 )  B u b er ,  I  And Thou, p p . 8 3 -9 5
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God i s  in e x p r e s s ib le  and in c o n c e iv a b le -  Having sa id  a l l  t h is  
we are lea d  to  ask  i f  th e d e s ig n a t io n  'E tern a l Thou' does n o t  
speak o f  God's ' s e c r e t ' ,  o f  His ' f a c e '?
B uber's answer to  th is  q u e stio n  aga in  p o in ts  to h is  
te a c h in g  o f  tra n scen d en ce . A ccording to him th e d e s ig n a t io n  
'E tern a l Thou' means th a t  God e n te r s  in to  r e la t io n  w ith  men, thu: 
r e fe r r in g  o n ly  to  God as He i s  in  th is  r e la t io n s h ip ,  whereas 
God, as He i s  in  H im se lf, i s  n ot l im ite d  to  th is  a sp e c t  o f  H is 
b e in g -
I t  i s  indeed  le g it im a te  to  speak o f  the p erson  o f  God 
w ith in  the r e l ig io u s  r e la t io n  and in  i t s  language; b ut 
in  so d o in g  we are making no sta tem en t about th e  
A b so lu te  w hich redu ces i t  to  th e p e r so n a l. We are ra th er  
sa y in g  th a t  i t  e n te r s  in to  th e r e la t io n s h ip  as the A b solu te  
Person whom we c a l l  God. One may understand  the 
p e r s o n a li ty  o f  God as His a c t .  I t  i s ,  in d eed , even  
p e m is s i ib le  fo r  the b e l ie v e r  to  b e l ie v e  th a t  God.became a 
person  fo r  lo v e  o f  him , because in  our human mode o f  
e x is t e n c e  the o n ly  r e c ip r o c a l  r e la t io n  w ith  us th a t e x i s t s  
i s  a p e r so n a l onei®*^ )
Buber makes a d i s t i n c t i o n ,  th en , betw een God as He i s  in  
H im self and God as He i s  in  r e la t io n  to  men, betw een God as th e  
A b so lu te  B ein g  and God as the E te r n a l Thou, and we may see  t h is  
d i s t in c t io n  c l e a r ly  drawn in  h is  p o s t s c r ip t  to  th e 1957 e d i t io n  
o f  I  And Thou.
( 5 7 )  B u b er ,  E c l i p s e  o f  God, p .  127
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Of cou rsa  we speak on ly  o f  what God Is in  h is  r e la t io n  
to  a man .'^8 j
The d e s c r ip t io n  o f  God as person  i s  in d e sp e n s ib le  fo r  
everyone who l ik e  m y se lf  means by "God" . . .  him who -  
w h atever e l s e  he may be -  e n te r s  in to  a d i r e c t  
r e la t io n s h ip  w ith  men in  c r e a t iv e ,  r e v e a lin g  and 
redeem ing a c t s ,  and thus makes i t  p o s s ib le  fo r  us to  
e n te r  in to  d ir e c t  r e la t io n  w ith  him The con cept
o f  p e r so n a l b e in g  i s  indeed co m p le te ly  in cap ab le  o f  
d is c lo s in g  what God's e s s e n t i a l  b e in g  i s ,  b u t i t  i s  
b oth  p erm itted  and n e c e ssa r y  to  say  th a t  God i s  a lso  
a p e r so n (59)
B y th is  d i s t in c t io n  Buber doubly sa fegu ard s th e tr a n sce n d ­
ence o f  God. Not o n ly  does God as E te r n a l Thou tran scen d  a l l  
id eas and im ages; n o t o n ly  does God as E te r n a l Thou r e fu se  to  
l e t  H im self be id e n t i f i e d  w ith  any p a r t ic u la r  m a n ife s ta t io n ;  but 
the d e s c r ip t io n  'E te r n a l Thou' i s  i t s e l f  seen  to  be sim p ly  a 
symbol o f  God, and o f  God as He i s  in  r e la t io n  to  men.
Thus the 'E tern a l Thou' i s  n o t a sym bol o f  God b u t o f  
our r e la t io n  w ith  God. What i s  more, no r e a l  symbol 
o f  God i s  p o s s ib le  fo r  we do n ot know Him as He i s  in  
H im self.vO l
In  the l a s t  p o in t , 'sym bol' is  u sed  in  the se n se  o f  
d e s ig n a t io n  or d e p ic t io n  ra th e r  than in  the sen se  which Jaspers
(5 8 ) Buber, I  And Thou, p . 154
(5 9 ) I b id . ,  p . lS é
(60 ) Friedman, o p .c i t . ,  p .225
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or T i l l i c h  speak  o f  a sym bol, f o r  i f  'sym bol' be u sed  in  the  
sen se  o f  a p o in te r  to  r e a l i t y ,  i . e .  as th a t  w hich  makes 
R e a l i ty  p r e se n t , then fo r  B u b e r  the sym bol 'E te r n a l Thou' 
may p ro p er ly  be sa id  to  be a symbol o f  God, th e A b solu te  B ein g , 
s in c e  Buber c o n s id e rs  'E tern a l Thou' to  p o in t  to  God n o t o n ly  
as He i s  in  r e la t io n  to  men but as the God who tran scen d s the  
n atu re o f  M eeter. In o th er  w ords. R e a l i ty  tra n scen d in g  
p e r s o n a l ity  i s  known, or known ' to  b e ' ,  through the en cou n ter  
w ith  God as E te r n a l Thou.
We mean by the r e l ig io u s  in  t h is  s t r i c t  sen se  . . .  the  
r e la t io n  o f  the human p erson  to  the a b s o lu te , when and 
in s o fa r  as the p erson  e n te r s  and rem ains in  t i i i s  r e la t io n  
as a whole b e in g . This presupposes th e e x is t e n c e  o f  a 
B ein g  who, though in  H im self u n lim ite d  and u n c o n d itio n ed ,  
l e t s  o th e r  b e in g s , l im ite d  and c o n d itio n e d  in d eed , e x i s t  
o u ts id e  H im se lf . He even  a llow s them to  e n te r  in to  a 
r e la t io n  w ith  Him su ch  as seem in g ly  can o n ly  e x i s t  betw een  
l im ite d  and c o n d itio n e d  b e in g s . Thus in  my d e f in i t io n  o f  
the r e l i g io u s ,  "the A b so lu te  does n ot mean som ething  
th a t  the human p erson  h o ld s i t  to  b e , w ith o u t an yth in g  
b e in g  s a id  about i t s  e x is t e n c e ,  b u t the a b so lu te  r e a l i t y  
I t s e l f ,  w hatever the form in  which i t  p r e se n ts  i t s e l f  to  
the human person  a t  t h i s  moment (61)
W ith t h i s  p o in t  we com plete a c i r c l e  in  our s tu d y  o f  Buber's 
th ou gh t. At the b eg in n in g  we n o ted , in  h is  co n tro v ersy  w ith  
Jung, th a t  he contended th a t  the man o f  f a i t h  m eets a R e a l i ty
( 6 1 )  B u b e r ,  E c l i p s e  o f  God, p p . l 2 6 f .
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w hich cannot be proved to  be o f  man's own making, but ra th e r  
th a t  th e man o f  f a i t h  knows th a t  he en cou n ters a R e a l i ty  w hich  
n o t o n ly  su rp a sses  a l l  h is  images and id ea s but w hich  tran scen d s  
the v ery  a sp ec t o f  r e a l i t y  th a t  he m e e ts . Now we see  aga in  how 
the m eetin g  o f  an I  w ith  th e E te r n a l Thou p resupposes n ot on ly  
the E te r n a l Thou but the r e a l i t y  behind any and a l l  m a n ife s ta ­
tion s o f  i t s e l f ,  i . e .  the R e a l i ty  o f  God's A b so lu te  B eing  beh ind  
a l l  'momentary Thous ' encountered  by an I .  This aga in  p o in ts  
to the e s s e n t i a l  b a s is  o f  B uber's te a c h in g  o f  transcend en ce as 
b ein g  h is  very  approach to  th e o lo g y , i . e .  the I-Thou r e la t io n ­
sh ip , and t h is  p o in t  may be supported  s t i l l  aga in  by c o n s id e r in g  
B uber's trea tm en t o f  ' the e c l ip s e  o f  G od'.
An e c l ip s e  o f  the sun i s  som ething th a t  occurs betw een  
the sun and our e y e s ,  n o t in  the sun i t s e l f .  Nor does 
p h ilo so p h y  c o n s id e r  us b lin d  to God. P h ilo sop h y  h o ld s  
th a t we la c k  to -d a y  o n ly  the s p ir i t u a l  o r ie n ta t io n  w hich  
can make p o s s ib le  a reappearance " o f God and th e  gods", 
a new p ro cess  ion  o f  sublim e im ages. But when, as in  
t h is  in s ta n c e , som ething i s  ta k in g  p la c e  betw een heaven  
and e a r th , one m isses  e v e r y th in g  when one i n s i s t s  on 
d isc o v e r in g  w ith in  e a r th ly  thought th e power th a t  u n v e i ls  
th e m y stery . He who r e fu se s  to  subm it h im s e lf  to  the  
e f f e c t i v e  r e a l i t y  o f  the tran scen d en ce as such  -  our v is  -  
"à-vis -  c o n tr ib u te s  to  the human r e s p o n s ib i l i t y  fo r  the
e c l ip s e
Assume th a t  man has now f u l l y  brought about 'th e  
e lim in a t io n  o f  th e se  I f - s u b s  i s  t in g  su p ra sen su a l w orld * ,
( 6 2 )  B uber ,  E c l i p s e  o f  God, p p . 5 4 f .
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and th a t  the p r in c ip le s  and the id e a ls  w hich have 
c h a r a c te r iz e d  man in  any way, to  any e x t e n t ,  no 
lo n g er  e x i s t .  H is tru e v i a - a - v i s ,w hich , u n lik e  
p r in c ip le s  and id e a l s ,  cannot he d e sc r ib e d  as an 
I t ,  but can be ad dressed  and reached  as Thou, may 
be e c l ip s e d  fo r  man during  th e p ro cess  o f  e l im in a t io n ;  
y e t  t h is  v i s - à - v i s  l i v e s  in t a c t  behind th e w a ll  o f  
darkness . Man may even do away w ith  th e  name 'god* • . .  
y e t  He who i s  denoted  by the name l i v e s  in  the l i g h t  
o f  His e t e r n i t y .  But we, ' the s l a y e r s ' ,  remain  
d w e lle r s  in  d a rk n ess , con signed  to  deathi^^/
What i s  i t  we mean when we sp eak  o f  an e c l ip s e  o f  
God w hich i s  even now ta k in g  p la ce  ? Through t h is  
metaphor we make th e tremendous assum ption  th a t  we 
can g lan ce up to  God w ith  our 'm indis eye ' or r a th e r  
b e in g 's  e y e , as w ith  our b o d ily  eye to  the sun . . . .
That t h i s  g lan ce o f  the b e in g  e x i s t s ,  w h o lly  
u n i l lu s o r y ,  y ie ld in g  no images y e t  f i r s t  making p o s s ib le  
a l l  im ages, no o th er  co u rt in  the w orld  can a t t e s t  than  
th a t  o f  f a i t h .  I t  i s  n ot to be proved; i t  i s  on ly  to  
be ex p er ien ced ; man has exp er ien ced  i t
Thus we see  how B uber's approach to  th e o lo g y , h is  b a s is  
o f  I-Thou r e la t io n s h ip s ,  p rov id es the fou n d ation  fo r  h is  teaching  
o f  tr a n sc e n d e n c e . In o n e 's  en cou n ter w ith  God, in  the a c t  o f  
f a i t h  where an I  m eets and i s  met by the E te m all Thou, one knows 
God as He Wtio, though immanent in  the se n se  th a t  he m eets men 
and r e v e a ls  His ways to  them, tran scen d s a l l  im ages, id e a s ,  
momentary m a n ife s ta t io n s  and even th a t  a sp e c t  o f  His b e in g  w hich  
i s  in  r e la t io n  to  men.
(6 3 )  Buber, E c lip s e  o f  God, p .35
(6 4 ) I b id . ,  p 7 l64
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Now th a t we have s tu d ie d  s e p a r a te ly  the te a ch in g s  o f  Otto  
and Buber, we are ab le c r i t i c a l l y  to compare and c o n tr a s t  
t h e ir  p o s i t io n s .  We purpose to  do t h is  in  two g en er a l areas -
(1 ) t h e ir  methods and approaches, and (2 )  t h e ir  tea ch in g s  
con cern in g  the transcend en ce o f  God,
At the b eg in n in g  o f  our stu d y  o f  B uber's p o s i t io n  we 
p o in ted  out the b a s is  o f  s im i la r i t y  betw een h im s e lf  and O tto as 
b e in g  the im portance each  p la c e s  upon p e r so n a l c o n v ic t io n , and 
we have now seen  th a t  n o t o n ly  O tto 's  approach r e s t s  upon a 
p erso n a l aw areness o f  th e  Numinous,but a ls o  th a t  B uber's  
approach r e s t s  upon a p erso n a l en cou n ter w ith  the E te r n a l Thou. 
Now we must n o te  the d e t a i l s  o f  th ese  approaches and examine 
them s id e  by s id e .
Both Otto and Buber base the v a l i d i t y  o f  t h e i r  approaches 
upon some s o r t  o f  a p r io r i  ca teg o ry  w ith in  man. Otto contends  
th a t  man p o s s e s s e s  the 'h o ly ' as an a p r io r i  ca teg o ry  w ith in  
h im s e lf  w hich  a llo w s him to  apprehend the Numinous. F u rth er , 
O tto argues th a t  th ere  is  a n ece ssa r y  r e la t io n  betw een the  
Numinous f e e l in g  and c e r ta in  n o n -r e l ig io u s  f e e l in g s  and th a t the 
con tem p la tion  o f  the l a t t e r  may evoke the form er in  consequence  
o f  (1 )  man's a p r io r i  ca teg o ry  o f  the 'holy* and o f  (2 )  the 
e s s e n t i a l  a f f i n i t y  betw een the Numinous f e e l in g  and c e r ta in  
n o n -r e l ig io u s  f e e l in g s .  These n e c e ssa r y  co n n ectio n s betw een
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r e l ig io u s  and n o n -r e l ig io u s  f e e l in g s  " accord in g  to  p r in c ip le s  
o f  a tr u e  inward a f f i n i t y  and cohesion" are c a l le d  by O tto  
'sch em a tiza tio n '* .
I t  would appear th a t  Otto a ttem pts to  ex p re ss  h is  approach  
in  th e  framework o f  K antian p h ilo so p h y  when he u se s  terms such a 
'c a te g o r y ' and 's c h e m a t iz a t io n ' . I t  would fu r th e r  appear th a t  
the K antian system  is  n o t so  w e l l  s u it e d  to  t h i s  ta sk  as O tto  
s i ^ o s e s . In th e  f i r s t  p la c e ,  the 'h o ly ' i s  n o t a ca teg o ry  o f  
man in  the same way th a t  Kant speaks o f  space or tim e as 
c a te g o r ie s  o f  man's p e r c e p tio n , fo r  i t  i s  by no means c e r ta in  
th a t  man must p e r c e iv e  c e r ta in  phenomena through the a p r io r i  
c a te g o r y  o f  the 'h o ly ' w ith in  him . In deed , O tto does n o t make 
such  a c la im , h im s e lf ,  and h is  n o tio n  o f  the c a p a b i l i t y  o f  man 
to  r e c e iv e  a 'Numinous v i s i t a t i o n '  would be b e t t e r  u nd erstood  as 
a power w hich some men p o sse ss  and u se r a th e r  than as a 
c a te g o r y  in  th e K antian sen se  o f  t h is  term . In the second p la c e ,  
's c h e m a tiz a t io n ' makes too s tr o n g  a c la im  f o r  the r e la t io n s h ip  
between a r e l ig io u s  and a n o n -r e l ig io u s  f e e l i n g .  N ecessary  
r e la t io n s  may e x i s t ,  but th ey  may w e l l  be o n ly  one-way  
r e la t io n s .  For exam ple, i t  may be tru e  th a t  a m yster iou s  
f e e l in g  accom panies ev ery  Numinous f e e l i n g ,  but i t  m ost c e r ta in l;  
i s  n o t tru e th a t  the Numinous f e e l in g  accom panies ev ery  
m y ster io u s  f e e l in g ;  and i t  i s  abundantly c le a r  th a t  ' the f e e l in i
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o f  th e m y ster io u s may n o t lea d  to  the f e e l in g  o f  the Num inous'.
Our b ag io  c r i t i c i s m  o f  O tto 's  approach amounts to  t h is  : 
O tto 's  p r e se n ta t io n  o f  h is  p o s it io n  in  a K antian  framework 
r e s u l t s  in  h is  d ep a r tin g  from a s t r i c t l y  d e s c r ip t iv e  method.
So lon g  as O tto d e sc r ib e s  man's awareness he i s  on firm  ground, 
but he i s  n o t n e a r ly  so co n v in c in g  when he seek s to  account fo r  
h is  f in d in g s  in  K antian terms such as 'ca tegory*  and 'sc h e m a tiz ­
a t i o n ' .  This o v e r ste p p in g  o f  the boundaries o f  d e s c r ip t io n  a lso  
appears in  O tto 's  treatm ent o f  d iv in a t io n  where he contends  
th a t ,a lth o u g h  a l l  men p o sse s s  t h is  power p o t e n t i a l l y , n ot a l l  
men p o sse ss  i t  a c t u a l ly . How can O tto 's  avowed method o f  
d e s c r ip t io n  e s t a b l i s h  the r e a l i t y  o f  a p o t e n t ia l  power th a t  
does n o t e x i s t  in  a c t u a l i t y ?  I t  would appear th a t  O tto can  
o n ly  l e g i t im a t e ly  sa y  th a t  some men p o sse s s  the power o f  
d iv in a t io n -
On the o th e r  hand, we may understand and a p p rec ia te  O tto 's  
d e s c r ip t iv e  approach. So lo n g  as he d e sc r ib e s  o n e 's  awareness o f  
tbs Numinous and o n e 's  r e s u l t in g  c o n v ic t io n  o f  the r e a l i t y  o f  the  
Numinous, he p rese n ts  f in d in g s  fo r  which th ere  are no v a l id  
d e fe n se s  or c o n fu ta t io n s  o u ts id e  o f  such awareness# As 
d e s c r ip t io n ,  O tto 's  work speaks v a l id ly  o f  ex p er ie n c es  and 
c o n v ic t io n s  w hich accrue to  some men. M oreover, such an approacl 
i f  a cc ep ted , may a r r iv e  a t  the r e a l i t y  o f  God.
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Huberts approach s im i la r ly  r e s t s  upon th e c la im  o f  an 
a p r io r i  power w ith in  man -  th e *a p r io r i  o f  r e la t io n ,  the  
inborn  Thou*. However, Buber more p ro p er ly  r e s t r i c t s  h im s e lf  
to  th e treatm en t o f  I-Thou r e la t io n s .  He does n o t in v o lv e  
h im s e lf  in  d i s t in c t io n s  betw een p o t e n t ia l  and a c tu a l  pow ers.
He s t a r t s  w ith  the tr u th  o f  th e I-Thou en co u n ter , ju s t  as O tto  
s t a r t s  w ith  the awareness o f  the Numinous. F u rth er , ju s t  as 
O tto b ases the r e a l i t y  o f  th e  Numinous upon t h is  aw areness, so  
Buber b ases th e r e a l i t y  o f  the Other upon the I-Thou m eetin g . 
Thus, two im portant p o in ts  o f  com parison emerge in  t h e ir  
approaches -  b o th  approaches are in d iv id u a l and b oth  base the  
r e a l i t y  o f  God upon th e c o n v ic t io n  gained  in  ’awareness* or  
’en co u n ter* .
However, th ere  i s  a ls o  an im portant p o in t  o f  c o n tr a s t .
Buber i s  i n s i s t e n t  th a t  the en cou n ter o f  an *1* w ith  th e  
E te r n a l Thou i s  n o t im m ediate. R ath er, man m eets God and i s  
met by Him in  th e w orld , in  human I-Thou r e la t io n s .  Buber 
d isd a in s  any b y -p a ss in g  o f  th e w orld , any n o t io n  o f  ’here w orld; 
th ere  God*. On th e o th e r  hand, Otto d e s c r ib e s  an immediate 
awareness o f  the Numinous and d e f i n i t e l y  d is t in g u is h e s  God from  
the w o r ld . F u rth er , O tto a llo w s some s o r t  o f  * tech n iq u e * by 
w hich one may become aware o f  the Numinous, inasmuch as 
* 8ch em a tiza tio n  * a llo w s m e d ita tio n  upon n o n -r e l ig io u s  f e e l in g s
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to  awaken the f e e l in g  o f  the Numinous. Buber cannot a llo w  such  
a * tech n iq u e *. For him, God i s  to  be n e ith e r  conjured  up, nor  
hand led , nor p o s s e s s e d . One en cou n ters God by w i l l  and g ra ce , 
by ch o o sin g  and b e in g  ch osen .
The approaches o f  O tto and Buber a r r iv e  n o t o n ly  a t  the  
r e a l i t y  o f  God, but a ls o  a r r iv e  a t  the r e a l i t y  cfa tran scen d en t  
God. A ccord ing to  O tto , one n o t o n ly  knows th a t  ’God i s ’ as a 
r e s u l t  o f  o n e ’s awareness o f  the Numinous ; one a ls o  knows God as 
..m ilght,as overwhelm ing power, as ’w h o lly  O th er’ . This awareness 
o f  the tra n scen d en t n atu re o f  God i s  p a r t o f  o n e ’ s b a s ic  aware­
n ess  o f  th e Numinous. S im ila r ly ,  a ccord in g  to  Buber, one knows 
th a t  God i s  tra n scen d en t in  o n e ’s very  en co u n ter  w ith  Him. God 
i s  known as th e  E te r n a l Thou who tran scen d s any ’I t -n a tu r e  ’ , i . e .  
who tran scen d s any knowledge or e x p r e ss io n  o f  Him. Thus, fo r  
both  men the transcend en ce o f  God fo llo w s  from t h e ir  approaches 
to  the r e a l i t y  o f  God. The Other th a t i s  met i s  known as o th er  
than a l l  our id e a s ,  images and sym b ols. C on seq u en tly , Otto  
a llo w s o n ly  th e o b liq u e  r e fe r e n c e s  o f  ’ id eogram s’ and 
’s c h e m a t iz a t io n s ’ to  be a p p lied  to  God, and Buber (a lth o u g h  i t  
som etim es appears th a t  he would p r e fe r  to  p r o h ib it  a l l  knowledge 
and e x p r e ss io n  o f  God) a llo w s one o n ly  to  know and sp eak  o f  God’s 
’ways’.
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The p o s it io n s  o f  O tto and Buber seek  to  a s s e r t  a s tro n g  
p o s i t iv e  knowing th a t God i s  and th a t  He i s  tran scen d en t w h ile  
denying any r e a l  knowledge about God, i . e .  any knowledge about 
God in  His tra n scen d en t a s p e c t , about God as He i s  in  H im se lf.
To t h is  end, Otto c a l l s  God an ’ I t ’ , meaning th ereb y  th a t  God 
as He i s  in  H im self tran scen d s His n ature as in  r e la t io n  to  men, 
i . e .  God as the A b so lu te  tran scen d s His n atu re as ’Thou’ ; and 
Buber, in  s p i t e  o f  the f a c t  th a t he argues so s tr o n g ly  th a t  God 
i s  n ot an ’ I t ’ but is  e t e r n a l ly  Thou, agrees w ith  the purpose 
o f  O tto ’s d e s ig n a t io n  o f  God as an ’I t ’ , fo r  Buber adm its th a t  
’Thou’ r e fe r s  to  God as He i s  in  r e la t io n  to  men and th a t  the  
con cept o f  p erso n a l b e in g  i s  in cap ab le  o f  d i s c lo s in g  what God’s 
e s s e n t i a l  b e in g  i s .  H ence, ’ ideogram s’ , ’God’s w ays’ and’ the 
con cept o f  p erso n a l b e in g ’, a l ik e ,  f a i l  to  d i s c lo s e  God in  His 
tra n scen d en t n a tu re , s in c e  th ey  speak o f  God o n ly  as He is  in  
r e la t io n  to men. M oreover, both  men a s s e r t  th a t ’God as He is  
in  H im se lf’ tran scen d s ’God as He i s  in  r e la t io n  to  men’ , and 
th a t  the l a t t e r  a sp e c t  o f  D e ity  p o in ts  to  the form er. We 
con clu d e , th e r e fo r e , th a t  as regards th e  tran scen d en ce o f  God 
the p o s it io n s  o f  O tto and Buber agree in  th ree  im portant 
a s s e r t io n s  -  (1 )  th a t  God i s ,  (2 )  th a t one may know som ething
- 2 3 9 -
o f  God as He i s  in  r e la t io n  to  men a lth ou gh  t h is  knowledge 
can be ex p ressed  o n ly  o b liq u e ly  by u se  o f  ideograms or  
sym bols, and (3 )  th a t  God’s b e in g  as He i s  in  r e la t io n  to  
men i s  a sym bol o f ,  i . e .  a p o in te r  to ,  the tra n scen d en t God 
whose b e in g  f a i t h  a ffirm s but whose n atu re i s  unknowable and 
in e x p r e s s ib le .
S E C T I O N  IV
A SOIENTIPIC EXPRESSION 
o f  th e
DOCTRINE OP TRANSCENDENCE
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C h a p ter  9
THE DOCTRINE OF TRANSCENDENCE IN THE THEOLOGY
OF EARL HEIM
K arl Heim s e e s  one o f  the g r e a te s t  problems fa c in g
contem porary th e o lo g ia n s  as b e in g  the problem o f  m ea n in g fu lly
e x p r e s s in g  th e  id ea  o f  God’s tra n scen d en ce . He contends th a t
in  tim es p a s t  T h e is ts  and A th e is t s  agreed con cern in g  the
co n cep tio n  o f  God, whereas now th e whole s i t u a t io n  i s  r a d ic a l ly
a lte r e d  in  European th o u g h t.
I t  i s  n o t sim p ly  the r e a l i t y  o f  th e  God beyond th a t  
i s  c a l le d  in  q u e s tio n  . . . .  The whole id ea  o f  tra n scen d ­
en ce , so  e s s e n t i a l  fo r  th e o lo g ia n s  and p h ilo so p h ers  
a l i k e ,  has become im p o ssib le  fo r  c o u n tle s s  p eop le . . . .
The new ty p e , now in c r e a s in g  r a p id ly  everyw here, i s  
no lo n g er  th e A t h e is t ,  who understands a t  l e a s t  the  
meaning o f  the word God" even when he d e c la r e s  th a t  
God i s  an i l lu s io n ,b u t  the N i h i l i s t  who has l o s t  even  
the co n cep tio n  o f  a God beyond, and, when any one r e fe r s  
to  i t ,  d e c la r e s  i t  t o  be a co n cep tio n  w hich the mind 
cannot even  frame 1^ )
Heim r e a s s e r t s  th e  C h r is t ia n  (and H ebràic) view  o f
God as s ta n d in g  above, ’beyond’ , and y e t  comprehending and
■ (2 )
in te r p e n e tr a t in g , a l l  p r o c e sse s  in  e a r th ly  t i m e T h u s ,  when
(1 ) Heim, K arl, God T ranscendent : Foundation fo r  a C h r is t ia n
M etap h ysic , p*35
(2) Be van, Edwyn, ’In tr o d u c tio n  to the E n g lish  T r a n s la t io n ’ ,
in  God T ranscendent, p -x
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we n ote  the a s s e r t io n  o f  God’s transcend en ce and the d i f f i c u l t y  
encou n tered  by modem men to  comprehend i t ,  we see  the ta sk  
w hich Heim s e t s  h im s e lf .
The q u e stio n  a t is s u e  i s  w hether th e one s id e  i s  r ig h t  
to  draw the d iv id in g - l in e  between the immanent world  
and the tr a n sce n d en t, or w hether the o th e r  s id e  may 
r ig h t ly  ign ore th is  l in e  or o b l i t e r a t e  i t ,  and so  
b r in g  the whole o f  r e a l i t y  on to  one p la n e . We are 
f i r s t  concerned w ith  the d iv id in g - l in e  i t s e l f ,  and n o t  
y e t  w ith  th a t  which l i e s  on th is  s id e  o f  i t  or on th a t .
Our immediate q u e stio n  is  th e  v a l i d i t y  o f  the d e m a r c a tio n ...  
What j u s t i f i c a t i o n , i s  th ere  fo r  drawing such a l in e  o f  
dem arcation  . .  *2 ^
So i t  i s  th a t  Heim’s in te n t io n  " . . .  i s  to  dem onstrate in  a
form w hich i s  i n t e l l i g i b l e  to  any th in k in g  p erson  th a t  n o t o n ly
the ego but a ls o  the r e a l i t y  o f  the p e r so n a l God in  f a c t  b elon gs
to  a d im ension  w hich i s  d i f f e r e n t  from th o se  o f  e v e r y th in g  which
( 4 )
i s  a c c e s s ib le  to  s c i e n t i f i c  in v e s t ig a t io n " . This d em on stration
means " . . .  we must examine ev ery  intramundane r e la t io n  o f
tran scen d en ce and then determ ine in  what manner the beyondness oi
(5 ) -------------
the om nipresent God i s  d i f f e r e n t  from a l l  th e s e " .
Heim u se s  the con cept o f  space as th e k ey  fo r  u n d erstan d in g
the intramundane r e la t io n  o f  tra n scen d en ce . His d e f in i t i o n  o f
space i s  w id er  than th a t  o f  common u sage w hich norm ally  r e fe r s
to  space o n ly  in  th e sen se  o f  E u c lid ia n , th r e e -d im e n s io n a l space
o r , a t  m ost, as employed in  a lg e b r a ic  c a lc u la t io n s .  For Heim,
(3 ) Heim, God T ranscendent, p p .2 6 f .
(4 )  Heim, K arl, C h r is t ia n  F a ith  and N atu ra l S c ie n c e , p .34
(5 )  Heim, God T ranscendent, p .45
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"a space i s  e v e r y  in  term in a l continuum w ith in  w hich a m an ifo ld
o f  d i f f e r e n t  co n ten ts  may he d is t in g u is h e d  a cco rd in g  to  the
( 6)
s p e c ia l  law o f  i t s  s tr u c tu r e ."  "A space w ith  a p a r t ic u la r  
s tr u c tu r e  i s  the form in  which the whole o f  r e a l i t y ,  or  e l s e  a 
p art o f  i t ,  p r e se n ts  i t s e l f  to  a p a r t ic u la r  s u b j e c t ,  or e l s e  to  
a group o f  s u b j e c t s ,  w ith  w hich t h is  r e a l i t y  e n te r s  in to  a
( 7 )
r e la t io n ."  I t  w i l l  be see n  th a t  t h is  d e f in i t i o n  o f  a space
a llow s fo r  sp aces w hich are n o n -E u clid ia n  and non-ob j e c t i v e ,  but
b efo re  we n ote  th e se  ’s p a c e s ’ l e t  us lo o k  a t  Heim’s n o t io n  o f
space as ex p la in ed  g e o m e tr ic a lly .
One im portant p o in t  i s  the d if fe r e n c e  betw een co n ten ts  and
sp a c e s . C ontents are j n  one or more sp a c e s , and a boundary o f
co n ten ts  i s  found when th ere  e x i s t s  "a r e la t io n  betw een two or
more sep a ra te  e n t i t i e s ,  b o th , or a l l  o f  them , co n ten ts  b e lo n g in g
(8  )
to  one and the same sp ace ."  Heim g iv es  th e exam ple o f  two 
squares b e s id e  each o th er  on a ch essb oard . Both squares e x i s t  in  
the same sp a c e , v i z . ,  on a two d im en sion a l p la n e , and one square 
l im it s  the o th er ; th ey  cannot occupy th e same area ; one marks a 
boundary fo r  th e  o th e r .
The s i t u a t io n  i s  d i f f e r e n t  however as regard s ’s p a c e s ’ . The
(6 )  Heim, God T ran scen d en t, p .60
(7 ) Heim, G h r is t ia n  FalthHsind N atu ral S c ie n c e , pp. 133f .
(8 )  Heim, God Transo en àen t, p .61
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id e n t i t y  (p ro x im ity  and s im i la r i t y )  and d if f e r e n c e  ( th e bounding  
o f  each  o th er  and the o ccu p a tio n  o f  d i f f e r e n t  a re a s) seen  in  
co n ten ts  are n o t l ik e  th e id e n t i t y  and d if fe r e n c e  found in  a space  
"This d im en sio n a l id e n t i t y  and d if fe r e n c e  can be exp ressed  on ly  
in  paradox. We may sa y . There are two in f in i t u d e s ,  but b o th  
have to  do w ith  th e same c o n te n t . Thejy r e p r e s e n t , as we sa y , the  
same co n ten t from d i f f e r e n t  a n g le s ."  Heim c i t e s  the example o f  
p ic tu r e s  o f  M ilan C ath ed ral taken from d i f f e r e n t  p o s i t io n s .  A l l  
p ic tu r e s  have th e same co n ten t but the arrangem ent o f  the co n ten t  
i s  d i f f e r e n t  in  ea ch .
A nother way o f  e x p r e ss in g  th is  p o in t  i s  to  sa y  th a t  the same 
c o n ten t may b e lo n g  to  more th an  one in f in i t u d e .  When two l in e s  
in t e r s e c t ,  the p o in t o f  in t e r s e c t io n  b e lo n g s to  both  l in e s  y e t  
i s  n o t d iv id e d  betw een them.
C
A 3
P o in t ’0 ’ i s  a co n ten t o f  l in e  AB and o f  l in e  CD. A gain , th is
( 9 )  Heim. God T r a n s c e n d e n t ,  p . 65
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The c o n te n ts  o f  IJKL b e lo n g  e n t i r e ly  and e q u a lly  to the  
in f in i tu d e s  o f  ABOD and EPGH,
In th e se  two i l l u s t r a t i o n s  b oth  in f in i t u d e s  were o f  th e  same 
’s p a c e ’ , b ut th e  r e la t io n  o f  d im en sion a l id e n t i t y  and co n ten t  
h o ld s e q u a lly  in  regard to  two d i f f e r e n t  ’s p a c e s ’ . C on sider a 
cu b e.
R B
A co n ten t o f  th e  square ABOD, say l in e  AB, i s  a ls o  a co n te n t o f  
the w hole cub e. There i s  id e n t i t y  o f  c o n te n ts  but d if fe r e n c e  o f  
arrangement betw een th e two s p a c e s . In  a very  tru e  sen se  l in e  AB 
p a r t ic ip a te s  in  a d im ension  (th e  cube) th a t  tran scen d s the  
dim ension  o f  th e  square ABOD in  w hich  ABaLso p a r t ic ip a t e s .
( 1 0 )  Heim, God T r a n s c e n d e n t ,  p p . 5 2 f f .
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Not to  go beyond t h is  w orld  o f  e x p e r ie n c e , we are  
a lrea d y  aware o f  a boundary d is t in g u is h in g  one 
in f in i tu d e  from a n oth er . Beyond one u n lim ite d  
continuum th ere  may be an oth er continuum , e q u a lly  
u n lim ite d , w hich has a d im en sion a l r e la t io n  o f  
union  w ith  the f i r s t .  We may c a l l  t h i s  r e la t io n  
an intramundane tran scen d en ce XU)
So fa r  a l l  th e ’spaces*  we have co n sid ered  have been o b je c t iv i  
s p a c e s , but Heim’s d e f in i t io n  o f  space a llow s f o r  o th er  ’s p a c e s ’ . 
Indeed , we have n oted  a lrea d y  th a t  he purposes to  dem onstrate two 
o th er  s p a c e s , v i z . ,  the eg o -sp a ce  and the sp ace o f  the p erso n a l  
God. F i r s t ,  we n ote  the e g o -sp a c e , but we o n ly  lo o k  a t  i t  b r i e f l y  
s in c e  our main concern i s  w ith  the space to  w hich b elon gs the  
r e a l i t y  o f  the p erso n a l God.
By a phenom enologica l approach Heim a r r iv e s  a t  th e  e x is te n c e  
o f  an ego w hich  i s  n o t to  be id e n t i f i e d  w ith  my o b je c t iv e  w orld .
He fo llo w s  H e id eg g er ’s ca teg o ry  o f  D asein  and d is t in g u is h e s  the  
ego from i t s  ’t h e r e ’ , b oth  the ’ t h e r e ’ o f  i t s  environm ent and the  
’ th ere*  o f  i t s  body. Indeed , th e  tr u th  ex p ressed  in  the d o c tr in e  
o f  m etem psychosis and r e in c a r n a t io n  i s  th e  same tr u th  ex p ressed  by 
Shakespeare in  The Taming o f  the Shrew, v i z . ,  th a t  i t  i s  con ce ivab le  
th a t  one m ight change b o d ie s  w ith  someone e l s e .  This g ra in  o f
( 12
tr u th  p o in ts  to  th e r e a l i t y  o f  th e  ego as d i s t i n c t  from the body.
(11 ) Heim, God Trans cen d en t, p .77
(1 2 ) Heim, C h r is t ia n  ÿaH Sï and N atu ra l S c ie n c e , pp. 114-125*
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Y et, t h i s  ego does n o t e x i s t  in  o b je c t iv e  s p a c e , and
co n seq u en tly  i s  n o t open to  s c i e n t i f i c  in v e s t ig a t io n .  Here
Heim fo llo w s  Buber in  a s s e r t in g  the r e a l i t i e s  o f  I  and Thou as
b e in g  m atters o f  w i l l ,  as m eetin g  on ly  in  the p r e se n t , as b e in g
d is t in g u is h e d  from an yth in g  a lread y  accom plished  w hich, as a
(13 )
th in g , i s  always in  the p a s t .
Heim a ls o  dem onstrates the id eas o f  ’w orld  s p a c e ’ (w hich  
in c lu d e s ’my o b je c t iv e  w o r ld ’ and ’your o b je c t iv e  w o r ld ’ ) ,  ’ I t  
s p a c e ’ and ’Thou space* In a l l  o f  th ese  n o n -o b je c t iv e  ’s p a c e s ’ 
one must be aware o f  d im en sion a l id e n t i t y  and d i f f e r e n c e .  For 
exam ple, your o b je c t iv e  w orld  and my o b je c t iv e  world may in c lu d e  
the very  same co n te n ts  (th u s making an i d e n t i t y ) ,  but the 
r e a l i t y  o f  ’ I space* and ’Thou space ’ so arranges the co n ten ts  
th a t  the s tr u c tu r e s  o f  the two spaces (ou r o b je c t iv e  w o rld s)  
show a d i f f e r e n c e .  This i s  n o t u n lik e  the id e n t i t y  and 
d if fe r e n c e  seen  in  l in e  AB in  the p lane space ABOD and the same 
l in e  see n  in  the cube ABODEFGH.
We now ask how Heim comes to  p o s i t  the r e a l i t y  o f  ’s p a c e s ’ . 
His answer i s  th a t  a space i s  d is c lo s e d  w herever an " e ith e r /o r  
and a th ir d  i s  not given" s i t u a t io n  breaks down. For exam ple, 
c o n s id e r  the e i t h e r /o r  p rese n t to a two d im en sio n a l space f ig u r e  
when th ree  e n t i t i e s  are in  a l i n e ,  say  A B C ,  Now A may reach
( 1 3 )  Heim, God T r a n s c e n d e n t ,  pp. 117;  1 5 3 -1 6 0
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0 o n ly  by p a ss in g  to  the r ig h t  or l e f t  o f  B s in o e  on ly  two
d im en sio n a l movement i s  p o s s ib le .  No th ir d  a l t e r n a t iv e  i s
g iv e n . However, i f  i t  be the case th a t A does reach  0 in  some
way o th er  than by p a ss in g  to  the l e f t  or  r ig h t  o f  B, i . e .  by
go in g  above or below  i t ,  th en  a th ree  d im en sion a l space must
(14)
be p o s tu la te d . However, we must n ot m ista k en ly  co n s id e r  
such a p ro cess  to  be one o f  mere lo g i c a l  n e c e s s i t y .  Heim makes 
i t  q u ite  c le a r  th a t  such an e m p ir ica l th ir d  cannot cause one 
to  ’see* another ’sp a ce* . Indeed , a two d im en sio n a l f ig u r e  
would e i t h e r  con tin u e to  a s s e r t  the im p o s s ib i l i t y  o f  th e th ir d  
a lt e r n a t iv e  or be co m p le te ly  dumbfounded, i f  he had no in s ig h t  
in to  th ree  d im en sio n a l sp a ce . R ather, i t  i s  man’s a p r io r i  
c a p a c ity  to  ex p er ien ce  such ’s p a c e s ’ th a t  a llo w s him to  p o s i t  
them.
Prom what I have sa id  in  t h is  new e d i t io n  w ith  regard to  
the d im en sion a l mode o f  knowledge i t  w i l l  be c le a r  th a t  
I regard our in s ig h t  in to  the s tr u c tu r e  o f  d im ensions as 
p r e c is e ly  a case  o f  s y n th e t ic  a p r io r i  judgem ent, the  
same kind o f  judgement as th a t  by w h ich , accord in g  to  
K ant’s T ran scen d en ta l A e s th e t ic ,  we become aware o f  the  
s tr u c tu r e  o f  Space .(LS)
(14 ) Heim, C h r is t ia n  F a ith  and N atu ral S c ie n c e , pp. 1 4 4 f ,
( 15) Heim, God T ran scen d en t, p .235
—2 4 9 —
In  oth er w ords, th e a b i l i t y  to  become aware o f  th e s e  
’ sp a c e s ’ i s  an a p r io r i  c a p a c ity , and a lth ou gh  th e  e i t h e r /o r  
s i t u a t io n ’ s breakdown may ex p ress  or lea d  to  th e  aw areness of 
new s p a c e s , t h i s  i s  p o s s ib le  on ly  because o f  man’ s p o s s e s s io n  
o f t h i s  a p r io r i  judgem ent.
A l l  th a t  we have sa id  th u s fa r  has concerned  what Heim c a l l s  
intramundane tra n scen d en ce , and he i s  i n s i s t e n t  th a t  God i s  to  
be found n e ith e r  in  any o f  the w orld ’ s sp aces nor in  a sp ace  
w hich, though tra n scen d in g  them, i s  a l ik e  sp ace .
He (God) i s  th e r e fo r e  e q u a lly  tra n scen d en t above a l l  
th e  "spaces" w hich may be d is t in g u is h e d  from one 
another w ith in  th e w orld . We may n o t ,  th e n , make 
the "space" in  w hich  God e x i s t s  ju s t  an a d d it io n a l  
"space" b e s id e  the "spaces" tr a n s e e n d e n ta lly  r e la t e d  
to  one another w ith in  the world -  fo r  exam ple, say  
my o b je c t iv e  world and you rs, th e  "I" and th e  "Thou" -  
make i t  a "space" r e la t e d  to  th o se  o th ers  in  th e same 
fa sh io n  in  which th e y  are r e la te d  to  each  o th er . In  
any c a s e ,  w hatever we may say  regard in g  H is n a tu re ,
God sta n d s over a g a in s t  the whole "I-T h ou -It"  world  
which has h ith e r to  con fron ted  u s . ^an in d iv i s ib l e  
u n it y ,  as som ething W holly O t h e r *^6;
In what way, th e n , does the space in  w hich  God i s  p resen t  
to  us d i f f e r  from the o th er  sp aces?  In  answ ering t h i s  q u e stio n  
we must f i r s t  n o te  Heim’ s id ea  o f d im en sion a l su b o rd in a tio n .
The id ea  o f  d im en sion a l su b o rd in a tio n  i s  th a t  o f a l e s s
( l6 )  Heim, God T ran scen d en t, p .187
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com prehensive sp ace b e in g  in clu d ed  in  a more com prehensive  
sp a c e . We may r e f e r  aga in  to  the i l l u s t r a t i o n  o f  the cube.
There we see  the in c lu s io n  o f  the p la n e , (tw o d im en sio n a l  
sp a ce) in  th e cube (th r e e  d im en sion a l s p a c e ) .  In  a s im ila r  we^ y 
the space in  w hich  God i s  p resen t to ha in c lu d e s  a l l  the o th er  
sp a c e s . I t  i s  n o t m erely  ’b e s id e ’ them, but i t  in c lu d es  a l l  
the o th er  sp a c e s , o b je c t iv e  and n o n -o b je c t iv e . But, we may 
ask , i s  t h i s  n o t the same d im en sio n a l id ea  th a t  we see  in  the
id ea  o f  ’w orld s p a c e ’ in c lu d in g  th e sp a ces  o f  my o b je c t iv e
world and your o b je c t iv e  w orld? And, does n o t Heim contend  
th a t  the sp ace in  w hich  God i s  p resen t to  us i s  not ju s t  an oth er  
’s p a c e ’ tr a n sc e n d e n ta lly  r e la te d  to o th er  sp a ces  as we have 
su g g ested ?  To th e se  q u e s tio n s  we must answeï*, y e s . W hile the  
id e a  o f  a d im en sio n a l boundary i s  h e lp fu l  in  e x p r e s s in g  God’s 
a c t io n  in  the w orld (we s h a l l  re tu rn  to  t h i s  p o in t l a t e r ) ,  the 
id e a  o f  intramundane tran scen d en ce i s  n o t to  be equated w ith  th e  
tran scen d en ce o f  the sp ace in  which God i s  p rese n t to  u s .  Indeed
we have a lr e a d y  noted  th a t  i t  i s  p r e c is e ly  because Heim w ish es t(
c o n tr a s t  th e two n o tio n s  o f  transcend en ce th a t  he has tr e a te d  
a t  such  le n g th  the intramundane tr a n sc e n d e n ta l r e la t io n  o f  space;
How, th en , does th e space in  which God i s  p rese n t to  us 
d i f f e r  from intramundane tr a n sc e n d e n ta l sp a ces?  A l l  ex p er ie n c es
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in  the w orld p o in t to a p o la r i t y ,  accord in g  to  Heim. This i s  
tru e o f  * I“I t ’ and ’I-T hou’ sp a c e s .
The two members in  the r e la t io n  are always lin k e d  in  
such a way th a t  th ey  are m u tu a lly  e x c lu s iv e  and y e t  
m u tu a lly  d ep en d en t. A ex c lu d es B, and y e t  w ith ou t  
B th ere  can be no A. The eq u ilib r iu m  o f  A can be 
m ain ta in ed  o n ly  w ith  B as i t s  co u n ter p o ise  }
Thus, a l l  the w o r ld ly  sp aces are r e so lv e d  in to  one g en er a l
ca te g o r y , p o la r  sp a c e . In p o la r  s p a c e , a p o in t  in  tim e e x i s t s
on ly  r e l a t i v e l y  to  an oth er p o in t .  As regards p o s i t io n ,  one
p o in t i s  ’p laced* o n ly  r e l a t i v e l y  to  th e p o s i t io n  o f  an oth er
p o in t .  F u rth er , as regards the ’ I-T hou’ sp a ce , "I am I o n ly
(18)
by v ir tu e  o f  n o t b e in g  you or any one e l s e " .
In  d i s t in c t io n  to  p o la r  sp a ce , su p rap o lar  space ( th a t  space
(19)
in  w hich God i s  p rese n t to  us ) a llo w s no r e l a t i v i t y ,  no 
m utual dep en dence. I t  i s  in  th is  sen se  th a t  su p rap olar  space i s  
n ot ’b esid e*  or ’ l ik e *  o th e r  tr a n sc e n d e n ta l s p a t ia l  r e la t io n s .
Heim does n o t attem pt to  prove o r  even dem onstrate the  
e x is te n c e  o f  t h i s  space in  w hich God i s  p r e se n t to  u s ,  fo r
(1 7 ) Heim., C h r is t ia n  F a ith  and N atu ra l S c ie n c e , p . 155
( 18 ) Ibid., p 7 l57
(1 9 ) Ibid ., pp. 161-174
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whenever we ex p er ien ce  th e d isc o v e r y  o f  a sp a c e ,  
;his d isc i  
as a g i f t
I t  i s  f o r  t h i s  reason  th a t
t h i o v e r y  always sim p ly  f a l l s  in to  our la p s  
. ( 2 0 )
. . .  we cannot lea d  o th er  people to t h i s  d isc o v e r y  
by i n t e l l e c t u a l  argument or p ed a g o g ica l a c t i v i t y  i f  
the space o f  God i s  s t i l l  con cea led  from them.'
At t h i s  p o in t , we should  n ote th a t  Heim m ost e m p h a tic a lly  
r e fu se s  to  id e n t i f y  the su p rap olar  sp ace w ith  God. The su p ra ­
p o la r  space i s  s im p ly  th e space in  w hich God i s  p rese n t to  u s .
. . .  n o t God H im self but h is  om nipresence w ith in  the  
w orld i s  a space in  the com prehensive sen se  in  ic h  
we have^ been em ploying t h i s  con cept throughout the
bookJ[22)
J u st as th e language i s  n o t the su b sta n ce  o f  th e book 
i t s e l f ,  but th e form in  which th is  su b stan ce  r e v e a ls  
i t s e l f  to  a c e r ta in  group o f  r e a d e r s , so  too  the su p ra­
p o la r  sp a c e , in  # i i c h  God is  p rese n t fo r  u s ,  i s  n ot  
the r e a l i t y  o f  God i t s e l f .  This u lt im a te  r e a l i t y  
rem ains th a t  which i s  ’w h o lly  o th e r ’ , t o t a l l y  
in com p reh en sib le and e n t i r e ly  in a c c e s s ib le  to  our 
thought and o b se r v a tio n  123)
We now tu rn  to see the advantages o f  e x p r e s s in g  God’s 
tran scen d en ce in  terms o f  ’s p a c e s ’ and d im en sio n s . A ccording to
(2 0 ) Helm, C h r is t ia n  F a ith  and N atu ral
(21 ) I b id , p . lY l
(2 8 ) I b id , p . 174
(2 5 ) I b id , p . 163
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Helm the B ib le  r e p e a te d ly  r e fe r s  to God "who, as the C reator,
i s  d is t in g u is h e d  from a l l  th in g s  by an i n f i n i t e  q u a l i t a t iv e
d i s s i m i l a r i t y  ", but who i s  " n e v e r th e le ss  a t  the same
tim e , everywhere and a t  every  p o in t in  th e w orld , in e sca p a b ly
(2 4 )
near" . Heim goes on to argue th a t so lo n g  as we f a i l  to  
th in k  o f  God’s p resen ce  and a c t io n  in  terms o f  sp a c e s , we 
f a i l  to  do j u s t ic e  to  both  His tran scen d en ce and His omni­
p resen ce .
F i r s t ,  we t r e a t  the q u e s tio n  o f  God’s om nipresence. So
lon g  as men co n ce iv e  o f  the world o f  God as an upÿer s to r e y  o f
the cosm ic sp a c e , th en  i t  i s  o n ly  by a s a c r if ic iu m  i n t e l l e c t u s
th a t  th ey  c l i n g  to  th e  b e l i e f  in  the a c t i v i t y  o f  God, fo r  th e
’s to r ie d *  cosm ic view  must see  God’s a c t i v i t y  as "a fo r ce  w hich
e f f e c t s  e a r th ly  ev en ts  from above" and s c ie n c e  i s  so  e x p la in in g
’m ira c u lo u s’ e v e n ts  th a t  "as soon as the s c i e n t i f i c  e x p la n a tio n
o f  the w orld  has f i n a l l y  become the common p rop erty  o f  a l l ,  even
( 25)
the l a s t  remnant o f  m y th o lo g ic a l Walnking w i l l  d iaap p sar" .
(2 4 ) Heim, C h r is t ia n  F a ith  and N atu ra l S c ie n c e , p .169
(2 5 ) I b i d . / ' p p .  ÏTLT.
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This i s  the d i f f i o u l t y  encountered  by the s e c u la r i s t  w hich  
le a d s  him to  sa y  th a t  th e id ea  o f  a tran scen d en t God who a c ts  
i s  an unfram able concept*
However, Heim attem p ts to remove t h is  stu m b lin g  b lo c k , w hich  
i s  n o t th e tru e o ffe n c e  o f  f a i t h  but o n ly  a m atter  o f  an 
outmoded cosm ic p ic tu r e ,  by h is  u se  o f  the co n cep t o f  ’s p a c e s ’ * 
A ccording to  him , the s e c u l a r i s t ’s d i f f i c u l t y  d isap p ears
.* once i t  has become c le a r  th a t  the p resen ce o f  
God i s  n ot an upperreborey o f th e  one cosm ic sp a ce , 
but a sep a ra te  a ll-e m b r a c in g  sp ace by i t s e l f ,  so  
th a t  th e  p o la r  and th e su p ra -p o la r  w orlds do n o t  
stan d  w ith  r e s p e c t  to  one another in  the same 
r e la t io n  as two f lo o r s  of^the same house but in  th e
r e la t io n  o f  two s p a c e s .
This i s  so  b e ca u se , as we have s e e n , in  two d i f f e r e n t  sp a ces the
same r e a l i t y  may be "ordered s im u lta n e o u s ly  in  accordance w ith
(2 7 )
two e n t i r e ly  d i f f e r e n t  s t r u c tu r a l  law s" . F u rth er , th e a l l -  
em bracing nature o f  the su p rap olar  s p a c e , as i l lu s t r a t e d  in  the  
example o f  d im en sio n a l su b o rd in a tio n  and in c lu s io n ,  a llo w s fo r  
God’s om nipresence as w e l l  as His a c t i v i t y .
As the W holly O ther, He is  p resen t a t  e v e r y  p o in t o f  
a l l  intramundane ’s p a c e s ’ p resen t as th e  One ’ from 
whom and through whom and fo r  whom are a l l  t h in g s ’ .
(2 6 ) Heim, C h r is t ia n  F a ith  and N atu ra l S c ie n c e , p . 172
(2 7 ) I b i d . ,  pT 1.7S.
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Hence the om nipresence o f  God must be som eth ing  w hich  
goes sh eer  through a l l  th e Jspaoe;^’’ o f  th e w orld  and 
i s  everyw here e q u a lly  r e a l .  ®
Thus, th e m etaphysic which Heim o f f e r s  purports to  a llo w  us
to  look  a t  th in g s  in  two d i f f e r e n t  ways w ith o u t a s a c r if ic iu m  
( 29 )
i n t e l l e c t u s , and to a llo w  (by a llo w in g  fo r  God’s om nipresence  
and a c t i v i t y )  a f a i t h  which can be e f f e c t i v e  in  th e  s tr u g g le  
w ith  our d e s t in y .
For f a i t h  g iv e s  us the s tr e n g th  w hich  we need in  e v e r y ­
day l i f e ,  n o t when i t  is  su s ta in e d  by m iraculous occur--- 
rences b reak in g  th r o u ^  th e order o f  n atu re . . .  but o n ly  
when one and th e  same occu rren ce , an occu rren ce o f  w hich  
we f u l l y  understand  the n a tu r a l c a u se s , fo r  example the  
course tak en  by a d is e a s e  w hich lea d s  to  c e r ta in  d ea th  
or the f a l l  o f  a bomb which d e str o y s  a h o u se , a t  the  
same tim e in  i t s e l f  appears to  us as an a c t  o f  God, which  
we r e c e iv e  d i r e c t l y  from h is  hands
Heim’s id e a  o f  ’s p a c e s ’ n o t o n ly  seek s to  sa fegu ard  and ex p ress  
the om nipresence and a c t i v i t y  o f  God b u t a ls o  h is  tr a n sce n d en ce . 
In  t h is  m etaphysio  God remains tran scen d en t in  th ree  s e n s e s .  
F i r s t ,  as we have se e n , the su p rap olar sp a ce  (th e  space in  w hich  
God i s  p r e se n t to  u s )  tran scen d s the intramundane sp aces in  a 
way th a t  d i f f e r s  from t h e ir  own tr a n sc e n d e n ta l r e la t io n s .
(2 8 ) Heim, God T ran scen d en t, p . 187
(2 9 ) Heim, C h r is t ia n  P a it ïi and N atu ra l S c ie n c e , p . 173
(3 0 ) I b i d . ,  p .178
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S econ d ly , the id ea  th a t  the su p rap olar space embraces a l l
p o la r  sp aces p reserv es  the n o tio n  o f  tran scen d en ce from b oth
I d o la tr y  and P antheism . For exam ple, no lo n g e r  does one need
to  e s t a b l i s h  one member o f  the s e r ie s  o f  cause and e f f e c t ,  as the
Primum Movens ( I d o la t r y ) .  "On the co n tra ry . He (God) i s
p rese n t a l ik e  in  ev ery  member o f  the c a u sa l s e r ie s  as the One
through Whom ‘ a lone i t  e x i s t s  and is  from moment to  moment
(31)
ordained  anew." Nor does one need to  id e n t i f y  God w ith  the
whole s e r ie s  o f  cau ses (P an th eism ). "On th e co n tr a ry . He i s
d i s t i n c t  from the whole s e r ie s  and from ev e ry  in d iv id u a l member
(32)
o f  i t . . .
How He thus stan d s above both  the p o s s i b i l i t i e s  a lon e open 
to  us can n ever  be exp ressed  by our ju s t  ta k in g  the words 
which in  ord in ary  sp eech  we use to  d en ote  a l im i t  or a 
n e g a tio n  and then  m agn ify in g  the th in g  they mean to  the  
utm ost o f  our im a g in a tio n , sa y in g , fo r  example,"God i s  
the W holly O ther; between Him and the w orld  th ere  i s  
an immeasurable g u lf" . In s p it e  o f  a l l  th e se  p a ss io n a te ­
ly  s tr a in e d  d e s c r ip t io n s  o f  o th e r n e ss , we are s t i l l  a l l  
the tim e moving among r e la t io n s  w hich b elon g  to  the 
w orld we know, we n ever  g e t out o f  th e r e g io n  o f  r e la t io n a l  
seq u en ces . What God’s s ta n d in g  above our two a l t e r n a t iv e s  
means can be ex p ressed  o n ly  when we have g o t c le g r  to  
o u r se lv e s  . . .  the natu re o f  tran scen d en ce as i t  i s  found  
w ith in  the w orld -  th a t  i s  to  sa y , when we have seen  
c le a r ly  th is  f a c t  ; W ith in  the w orld o f  e x p e r ie n c e , as we 
can su rvey  i t ,  th ere  is  su ch  a. th in g  as a boundary, not 
o f  co n te n t but o f  dimension.'®^^
(3 1 ) Heim, God T ranscendent, p .203
(3 2 ) I b id .,lp .S 6 fe
(3 3 ) I b id . ,  p .204
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In the th ir d  p la c e , Heim co n sid ers  th a t  h is  m etaphysic  
sa fegu ard s God’s tran scen d en ce from the p e r v e r s io n  o f  the  
d o c tr in e  o f  a n a lo g ia  e n t i s , and th is  b r in g s us to  the th ir d  
and most im portant way in  which Haim’s system  seek s to  p reserve  
God’s transcendence^  v iS * j th e d i s t in c t io n  betw een su p rap olar  
space and God, th e d i s t in c t io n  betw een God’s om nipresence and 
God H im se lf .
The id ea  th a t  God i s  p r e se n t f o r  us in  th e  su p rap olar  
space i s  p r e c is e ly  th e means o f  in v a l id a t in g  th e p ro ­
p o s it io n  o f  the a n a lo g ia  e n t i s . Indeed , i t  i s  th e o n ly  
e f f e c t i v e  bulwark capab le p f  warding o f f  the p e r i l  w ith  
w hich our r e l ig io u s  l i f e  i s  th rea ten ed  by th a t  s e d u c tiv e  
p r o p o s it io n  the a n a lo g ia  e n t i s , th a t  a t  f i r s t  s ig h t  
appears so  e x tr a o r d in a r ily  c o n v in c in g . How does i t  ward 
o f f  t h is  menace? A sp a ce , such as th e  th re e -d im en sio n a l  
space fo r  exam ple, i s  a f t e r  a l l ,  as Kant A lready demonstrated  
in  h is  space th eo r y , n ot an e n s , a b e in g , a r e a l i t y ,  
a ’ th in g  in  i t s e l f ’ . I t  i s ,  as was e x p la in e d  in  our 
ch ap ter  e n t i t l e d  ’’The Problem o f  space in  modern p h y s ic s ’ , 
a r e la t io n  in to  which a r e a l i t y  e n te r s  w ith  r e s p e c t  to  me, 
the p e r c ip ie n t  su b je c t  . . . .  so to o  th e su p rap o lar  space  
in  w hich  God i s  p r e se n t fo r  u s ,  i s  n o t the r e a l i t y  o f  
God i t s e l f .  This u lt im a te  r e a l i t y  rem ains th a t  which i s  
’w h o lly  o th e r ’ , t o t a l l y  in com prehensib le and e n t ir e ly  
in a c c e s s ib le  to  our thought and o b se r v a tio n  • • . .  When we 
speak  o f  the su p rap o lar  sp a ce , we cannot be r e fe r r in g  to  
the e t e r n a l  r e a l i t y  o f  God i t s e l f ,  but o n ly  to  one a s p e c t ,  
a s id e  w hich is  turned towards u s ,  the o n ly  s id e  from imhich 
God can be a c c e s s ib le  to  u s ,  to  you. and me, i f  He i s  w i l l in g  
to  d i s c lo s e  H im self to  us a t  alli*^^'
In  the summary o f  h is  argument in  God T ran scen d en t, Heim 
e x p l i c i t l y  s t a t e s  fo u r  manners o f  God’s tran scen d en ce w hich
( 3 4 )  Heim, C h r i s t i a n  F a i t h  and N a t u r a l  S c i e n c e ,  p p . l 6 3 f .
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w î l l  have been seen  to  be im p l ic i t  in  h is  whole p r e se n ta t io n :
(1 )  God tran scen d s any r e la t io n  o f  c o n te n ts  such as ’ t h is  
world* and ’God’s w o r ld ’ in  a cosm ic system # (2 )  God 
tran scen d s a l l  r e la t io n s  o f  intramundane tran scen d en ce :
Is i t  p o s s ib le  to  ex p ress  the Beyondness o f  the  
om nipresent God in  terms o f  s u ch demarc a t ions as 
we f in d  in  intramundane r e la t io n s ?  Have we here  
a d i s t in c t io n  o f  co n te n ts  or a boundary o f  d im ension?
The answer i s ,  W e ith e r  * God cannot be thought o f  
as o b j e c t iv e ly  fab ova ** or ’’o u ts id e ’' t h i s  w o r ld . In 
th a t  case  the world would be sh u t o f f  from His 
presence#  N e ith e r , on th e o th er hand, does th e  
tran scen d en ce o f  God in d ic a te  a d im en sio n a l boundary, 
fo r  th en  i t  would n e c e s s a r i ly  be a c c e s s ib le  to  our 
d im en sio n a l mode o f  c o g n it io n , ju s t  as the r e la t io n s  
o f  Space and co n ta c t w ith  th e Thou are a c c e s s ib le  to  
u s .  That, how ever, i s ^ p r e c is e ly  n o t th e ca se  when we 
are con fron ted  by God.^®*
(3 ) God tran scen d s the p o s s i b i l i t i e s  o f  I d o la tr y  and 
Pan the ism :
the c h a r a c t e r i s t ic  fe a tu r e  o f  the D iv in e  
Transcendence i s  th a t  God sta n d s above th e o p p o s it io n  
o f  the two p o s s i b i l i t i e s b e y o n d  th e  c o n tr a s t  o f  
I d o la tr y  and Pan the ism.'^°/
(4 ) The r e a l i t y  o f  God is  n ot found out by our o b serv a tio n  or  
th in k in g :
(5 5 ) Heim, God T ran scendent, p .230
(5 6 ) I b i d . , “ p7S30
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I f  God i s  a R e a lity  and n ot to  be ex p la in e d  away 
in  the manner o f  I d o la tr y  and Pantheism , then  i t  
i s  im p o ssib le  fo r  u s ,  by any o b se r v a tio n  or any 
th in k in g  o f  our own, to  reach  what He i s  and what 
He w i l l s .  /¥ â \ are thrown back on God’s own 
re ve la  t  io n \
Any attem p t to  a s s e s s  Heim’s p o s it io n  f i n a l l y  r e s t s  upon 
the in te r p r e ta t io n  th a t  i s  made o f  h is  id e a  o f  s p a c e . From
one p o in t  o f  v iew  i t  m ight appear th a t  Heim makes the very
m istake th a t  he sou n d ly  c r i t i z e s  in  o th e r  sy ste m s, v i z . ,  the  
c r e a t io n  o f  a ’new w o r ld ’ in  which God may e x is t*  Indeed, 
one m ight in te r p r e t  Heim’s p r e se n ta t io n  in  such a way th a t  h is
con cep t o f  ’ su p r a p o la r ’ space appears sim p ly  as a new type o f
’su p ern a tu ra l w o r ld ’ w herein  God r e s id e s  and from which He 
a c t s .  This in te r p r e ta t io n  r e s t s  upon the u n d erstan d in g  o f  
su p rap o lar  space as b e in g  d i f f e r e n t  from p o la r  sp ace sim p ly  in  
degree r a th e r  than in  k in d . Such an u n d erstan d in g  would argue 
th a t  the la c k  o f  m utual dependence in  su p rap o lar  sp ace does n o t  
d is t in g u is h  i t  as b e in g  q u a l i t a t iv e ly  d i f f e r e n t  from p o la r  space  
i . e .  does n o t d is t in g u is h  i t  s u f f i c i e n t l y  to  save su p rap olar  
space from b e in g  l i t t l e  more than a new e x p r e ss io n  o f  God’s 
su p ern a tu ra l realm .
On the o th e r  hand, i t  i s  p o s s ib le  fo r  one to  understand  
Heim’s id ea  o f  space in  such a way as to  a v o id  t h is  e r r o r . I t  
m ight be argued th a t  su p rap o lar  space d o es , in d eed , go beyond
( 5 7 )  Heim, God T r a n s c e n d e n t , p . 2 3 1
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the n o tio n  o f  an ’above rea lm ’ , th ereb y  a v o id in g  the er ro rs  
w hich a tten d  t h is  c o n c e p tio n . Such an u n d erstan d in g  would see  
sp a ce , n o t as a realm , but as a kind o f  ’ form ’ or ’arrangem ent’ 
o f  phenomena,
Now, i t  i s  c le a r  the Heim’s d e f in i t io n  o f  a sp ace i s  more 
akin  to  t h i s  second u n d erstan d in g  than to  th e f i r s t .  However, 
w hich u n d ersta n d in g  i s  tr u e r  to  h is  whole p o s i t io n  i s  a m atter  
fo r  c r i t i c a l  judgem ent. I t  would appear to  us th a t  the second  
u n d ersten d in g  i s  c o r r e c t .  We do not purpose to  g iv e  an 
extended  argument in  support o f  th is  judgem ent, but we s h a l l  
o f f e r  two p o in te r s  to  t h i s  m eaning. F i r s t ,  Heim’s c o n s id e r a t io n  
o f  space in  terms o f  d im en sion a l co n ten t p o in ts  to  a s p a c ia l  
co n ten t as b e in g  determ ined by arrangement and s tr u c tu r e  ra th e r  
than as b e in g  determ ined by the co n ten ts  o f  an area or volum e. 
S eco n d ly , Heim’s trea tm en t o f God’s om nipresence makes u se  o f  
the developm ent o f  s p a c ia l  s tr u c tu r e s  and arrangem ents o f  ev en ts  
( e . g .  p e r c e iv in g  the bombing o f  a house as coming from the  
hand o f  God), r a th e r  than  o f  th e id ea  o f  sp ace as an area or  
plane w herein  ev e n ts  occu r ( e . g .  the sim ple f a c t  o f  the h o u se ’s 
d e s t r u c t io n ) .
Thus, we would conclude th a t  Heim’s p r e s e n ta t io n  o f  the  
n o tio n  o f  God’s tran scen d en ce in  terms o f  ’sp aces*  does n o t
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see k  to  e s t a b l i s h  a new 'oosm lo home  ^ fo r  God. R ather, Heim 
attem p ts to  p rese n t a framework which can a llo w  one to  co n ce iv e  
o f  a God who i s ,  a t  the same tim e , tra n scen d en t to  and a c t iv e  
in  the w orld . As regards Heim’s p r e s e n ta t io n , we have no 
d isa g reem en t. Nor, in d eed , do we d isa g r e e  w ith  the id ea  o f  
God w hich he seek s  to e x p r e s s . In p o in t  o f  f a c t ,  Heim’s 
n o tio n  o f  a tra n scen d en t God who i s  a ls o  a c t iv e  in  the w orld  
appears to  be taken  d ir e c t ly  from the B ib le .  Our o n ly  q u e s tio n  
concerns the r e a l i t y  o f  a su p rap olar  sp ace; and th is  q u e s tio n  
i s  p erm itted  by Heim, inasmuch as he does n o t se e k  to  prove the 
e x is te n c e  o f  e i t h e r  su p rap olar  space or God. R eco g n itio n  o f  
b oth  i s  a m atter  o f  f a i t h ,  and is  f e l t  to  be a g i f t  ra th e r  
than to  be a d is c o v e r y . U lt im a te ly , th e n , Heim i s  se e k in g  to  
provide a framework where in  the knowledge o f  f a i t h  can be 
m ea n in g fu lly  ex p r e sse d , i . e .  a framework in  w hich  the id ea  o f  
God’s tran scen d en ce and a c t i v i t y  can be accep ted  w ith ou t a 
s a c r if ic iu m  i n t o l i e c t u s . To t h is  end, Heim’s a p o lo g e t ic  system  
makes u se  o f  th e  s c i e n t i f i c  co n cep tio n s o f  s p a c e s , and t h is  
system  would seem to  be h e lp f u l  t o  modern man who must th in k  
s c i e n t i f i c a l l y .
S E C T I O N  V
THE DOCTRINE OF TRANSCENDENCE
IN
THE LOGOS CHRISTOLOGY OF THE FOURTH GOSPEL
" 2 6 3 ”
Up t o  t h i s  p o in t we have approached th e  n o tio n  o f  
tra n scen d en ce  in  regard  to  t h e o lo g ic a l  and p h ilo s o p h ic a l  
system s r a th e r  than in  regard  t o  th e  C h r is t ia n  m essage o f  
f a i t h  in  th e  In c a r n a tio n , and i t  may w e l l  be o b je c te d  
th a t  i t  i s  not s u r p r is in g , th e r e fo r e , th a t  our studies 
have dem onstrated  a s tro n g  in s i s t e n c e  upon th e  n atu re  o f  
God as ’w h o lly  o th e r ’ and ’unknowable’ . However, th e  
o b je c t io n  may c o n tin u e , our f in d in g s  would be d i f f e r e n t  
i f  we approached th e  d o c tr in e  o f  tra n scen d en ce  from th e  
p o s it io n  o f  f a i t h  in  th e  In ca rn a tio n  where God’s a c t io n  
and r e v e la t io n  are tak en  s e r io u s ly .  Whether or n ot t h i s  
c o n c lu s io n  o f  our h y p o th e t ic a l  o b je c to r  i s  v a l id  rem ains 
t o  be se e n , but a t  l e a s t  he seems t o  be c o r r e c t  in  points, 
in g  out th a t  our in v e s t ig a t io n  w i l l  show a g rea t om ission  
i f  th e  d o c tr in e  o f  tran scen d en ce  i s  not co n sid ered  in  
l i g h t  o f  C h r isto lo g y *  Thus, we now purpose to  c o r r e c t  
t h i s  o m iss io n .
I t  i s  apparent th a t  we cannot c o n s id e r  th e  whole 
scop e o f  C h r is to lo g y  in  r e la t io n  to  th e  tra n scen d en ce  
o f  God. F a cto rs o f  both le n g th  and scop e n e c e s s i t a t e  
a d e l im it in g  s e l e c t i o n ,  and in  making such a s e l e c t i o n ,  
we ch oose t o  in v e s t ig a t e  th e  Logos C h r is to lo g y  as found  
in  th e  P rologu e t o  th e  Fourth Gospel* In one s e n s e ,  
t h i s  s e l e c t io n  i s  an a r b itr a r y  c h o ic e  inasmuch as i t  i s
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o cc a s io n ed  by th e  n e c e s s i t y  o f  l im it in g  our stu d y  and 
inasmuch as th e  Logos C h r is to lo g y  i s  not chosen  because  
we w ish  to  a r r iv e  a t  c e r ta in  c o n c lu s io n s  which we may 
exp ect to  f in d  t h e r e .  Y et, in  an oth er s e n s e , t h i s  i s  
not an a r b itr a r y  c h o ic e  s in c e  we may ex p ect th e  Logos 
e x p r e ss io n  o f  C h r is to lo g y  to  be r e le v a n t  t o  th e  su b je c t  
o f  tra n scen d en ce  inasmuch a s ,  in  sp eak in g  n ot o n ly  o f  
th e  Logos a s  r e v e a le r  and sa v io u r  but a s c r e a to r  and 
p r e se r v e r y i t  speaks d i r e c t ly  and by im p lic a t io n  o f  th e  
r e la t io n  o f  God and C h r is t ,  o f  C h rist and th e  w orld , and 
o f  God and th e  w orld .
We propose t o  approach t h i s  m atter from th e  p o s it io n  
o f  f a i t h ,  i * e .  we ask  n ot ”I s  th e  c la im  th a t  Jesu s i s  
th e  In ca rn a te  Logos tr u e ? " , but "What does t h i s  w itn e s s  
mean?" I t  fo l lo w s  th a t  our in q u iry  w i l l  be p r im a r ily  
e x p o s ito r y , fo r  we must f i r s t  a s c e r ta in  th e  meaning o f  
t h i s  c la im  b e fo r e  we can attem pt to  judge what i t  t e l l s  
us o f  God’s tr a n sce n d en ce , i . e .  b e fo re  we can g iv e  an 
answer to  th e  q u e s t io n , "How does t h i s  c la im  a f f e c t  th e  
d o c tr in e  o f  God’s tran scen d en ce?" , we must f i r s t  answer 
th e  q u e s t io n , "What does i t  mean to  say  th a t  Jesu s i s  
th e  In ca rn a te  Logos?"
In  a tte m p tin g  to  d eterm ine th e  meaning o f  th e  Fourth  
E v a n g e l is t ’s Logos C h r is to lo g y  we s h a l l  make an h i s t o r i c a l  
stu d y  o f  th e  m eanings which may l i e  behind i t .  Three 
a rea s  o f  in v e s t ig a t io n  w i l l  concern u s— th e  Jew ish
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background, th e  te a c h in g s  o f  Greek p h ilo so p h y , and th e  
in f lu e n c e  o f  E astern  r e l i g i o n s .  F i r s t ,  we s h a l l  look  
a t th e  p o s s ib le  a n te c e d e n ts  o f  th e  Fourth G o sp e l’s Logos 
d o c tr in e  in  co n n ectio n  w ith  th e  Jew ish  n o t io n s  o f  ’w ord’ 
and ’w isdom ’ . S eco n d ly , we s h a l l  s e e  how th e s e  elem en ts  
were combined w ith  P la to n ic  and S to ic  e lem en ts in  th e  
th ou ght o f  P h ilo  Judeaus. T h ir d ly , we s h a l l  examine th e  
c o n te n tio n  th a t  behind th e  Logos d o c tr in e  o f  th e  Fourth  
G ospel l i e s  th e  redem ption m ythology o f  a p r e -C h r is t ia n  
G n o stic ism . W hile we are c o n s id e r in g  th e s e  background  
m eanings we s h a l l  p o in t out t h e ir  in f lu e n c e s  upon th e  
Fourth G o sp e l’s Logos d o c tr in e  and a ls o  c o n s id e r  t h e ir  
e f f e c t  upon th e  id e a  o f  God’s tr a n sce n d en ce . By c o n s id e r ­
in g  th e s e  im p lic a t io n s  w h ile  we expound th e  a n tec ed en ts  to  
th e  Logos d o c tr in e  o f  th e  Fourth G ospel, we s h a l l  con­
s id e r a b ly  l ig h t e n  our ta sk  o f  u nd erstan d in g  th e  Logos 
d o c tr in e  and i t s  r e la t io n  to  th e  d o c tr in e  o f  tran scen d en ce  
when we tu rn  to  c o n s id e r  th e  Fourth G ospel, i t s e l f .  In  
our fo u r th  p a r t , th e r e fo r e ,  we s h a l l  need o n ly  t o  p o in t  
out th e  meanings adopted by th e  author o f  th e  Fourth  
G ospel and to  n o te  any a d a p ta tio n s  which he may make or  
any new elem en ts which he may add, w h ile  n o t in g  a ls o  any 
r e s u l t in g  d i f f e r e n c e s  th a t  th u s occur in  h is  treatm en t  
o f  God’s tr a n sce n d en ce .
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Chapter 10#
THE ’WORD OF THE LORD’
In h is  book#Church and G n o sis  ^ F# 0# B ü rk itt con ten d s:
What th e  (Fourth) E v a n g e lis t  in tr o d u c e s  us to  
i s  no new th e o lo g y , but th e  f a m il ia r ,  though  
l o f t y ,  co n cep tio n  o f  G en es is , v iz*  th a t  o f  th e  
One o n ly  God producing th e  c r e a t io n  by c o n s u lt ­
in g  w ith  H im se lf, y e t  b r in g in g  fo r th  in to  v i s i b l e  
form n o th in g  w ith ou t announcing H is form ulated  
in te n t io n *  What had come to  p ass in  consequence  
o f  t h i s  in te n t io n  was L ife#  ( l )
However, b e fo r e  we examine B u r k it t ’s  t h e s i s  th a t  
behind th e  Logos o f  th e  Fourth G ospel l i e s  th e  ’word o f  
th e  L ord’ o f  th e  Old T estam ent, l e t  u s n o te  th e  d ev e lo p ­
ment and meaning o f  t h i s  idea# The account o f  c r e a t io n  
in  G e n e s is , ch ap ter  on e, c o n ta in s  what Sk inner c a l l s  
’f i a t ’ and ’e x e c u t io n ’ , i* e#  God e x p r e sse s  H is w i l l  and 
i t  i s  accom plished# S k in n er makes th e  c a u tio u s  su g g e s t io n  
th a t  th e  f i a t  (God s a id )  and th e  e x e c u tio n  (and th e r e  was) 
may "p oin t t o  a l i t e r a r y  m a n ip u la tio n , in  which th e  con­
c e p t io n  o f  c r e a t io n  as a s e r ie s  o f  f i a t s  has been su p er-
(2 )
imposed on an oth er co n cep tio n  o f  i t  as a s e r ie s  o f  w orks."  
Von Rad a ls o  r e c o g n iz e s  an o ld e r  s t r a in  which speaks o f  
God’s c r e a t iv e  a c t i v i t y  and a younger s t r a in  which speaks  
o f  c r e a t io n  by th e  ’word o f  th e  L ord’ * However, he doubts
(1 ) B ü r k it t , F* G ., Church and G n o sis# p*95
(2 ) S k in n er , John, A C r i t i c a l  and E x e g e t ic a l  Commentary
on G e n e s i s , p *Ô
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whet her t h e s e  two c o n ce p t io n s  can be sep ara ted  s in c e  th e
P r i e s t l y  e d i t o r s  o f  G en es is ,  ch ap ter  one, in c lu d e d  both
s t r a i n s  in  order t o  ex p re ss  a tw o fo ld  t h e o l o g i c a l  tru th *
More im portant i s  th e  f a c t  th a t  th e  younger has  
n ot d is p la c e d  th e  o ld e r ,  th a t  r a th e r  both  v o ic e s  
in  th e  p resen t t e x t  r e c e iv e  t h e i r  due: th e  o ld e r ,  
which t r i e s  t o  p reserv e  th e  d i r e c t ,  e f f e c t i v e l y  
a p p l ie d  c r e a t iv e  working o f  God in  th e  world (th e  
world came d i r e c t l y  from God’s hands which fa sh io n e d  
i t ) ,  and th e  younger, witich, w ith ou t removing t h i s  
te s t im o n y ,  speaks o f  th e  a b s o lu te  d is t a n c e  between  
C reator and crea tu re*  (3)
S* R. D river  e x p r e s se s  a tw o - fo ld  s i g n i f i c a n c e  o f
God’s word f o r  c r e a t io n *  F i r s t ,  c r e a t io n  by God’s word
shows th e  d e l i b e r a t e ,  in t e n t i o n a l  n atu re  o f  His c r e a t iv e
a c t ,  and s e c o n d ly ,  i t  p o in ts  t o  th e  word o f  th e  Lord as
b e in g  th e  m ed ia tin g  p r in c ip le  or agency o f  c r e a t io n .
And God s a i d .  So a t  th e  b eg in n in g  o f  each work o f  
c r e a t i o n ,— in c lu d in g  th e  two p r o v id e n t ia l  words o f  
v v * 2 â ,2 9 , te n  t im e s  in  a l l  (hence th e  l a t e  Jewish  
dictum , ’By t e n  sa y in g s  th e  world v/as c r e a t e d ’ ,
Aboth v . l ) .  As D il lm . has p o in ted  o u t ,  in  th e  
f a c t  th a t  God c r e a te s  by a word, th e r e  are  s e v e r a l  
im portant t r u th s  im p l ic i t *  I t  i s  an in d ic a t io n  not
o n ly  o f  th e  ea se  w ith  which He accom plished  His work,
and o f  His om nipotence, but a l s o  o f  th e  f a c t  th a t  
He works c o n s c io u s ly  and d e l ib e r a t e ly *  Things do 
not emanate from Him u n c o n sc io u s ly ,  nor are  th e y  
produced by a mere a c t  o f  th o u g h t ,  as  in  some pan­
t h e i s t i c  sy s tem s , but by an a c t  o f  w i l l , o f  which  
th e  c o n c r e te  word i s  th e  outward ex p ress io n *  Each 
s ta g e  in  His c r e a t iv e  work i s  th e  r e a l i z a t i o n  o f  
a d e l i b e r a t e l y  formed purpose, th e  ’w ord’ b e in g  th e  
m ed ia tin g  p r in c ip le  o f  c r e a t io n ,  th e  means or agency  
through which His w i l l  ta k e s  e f f e c t *  (4)
(3) Rad, von Gerhard, G en esis :  A Commentary. p*$2
(4) D r iv e r , S* R*, The Book o f  G e n e s is . p*5
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However, we sh ou ld  be q u ite  c le a r  th a t  th e  ’w ord’
as agent o f  c r e a t io n  i s  n ot co n sid ered  t o  be a m ediator
who a c t s  in s te a d  o f  God; ra th er  th e  ’w ord’ i s  th e  means
by which God, H im se lf, c r e a t e s .
c r e a te d * The r o o t s i g n i f i e s  t o  c u t . . . s o  probably  
th e  proper meaning o f  KhZL i s  t o ^  fa sh io n  by c u t t in g . 
to  shapen . In th e  sim p le c o n ju g a tio n , how ever, i t  
i s  used  e x c lu s iv e ly  o f  God, to  d en ote  v i z .  th e  pro­
d u c tio n  o f  som ething fu n d am en ta lly  new, by th e  
e x e r c is e  o f  a so v e r e ig n  o r ig in a t iv e  power, a lto g e th e r  
tr a n sc e n d in g  th a t  p o sse sse d  by man. (5)
The verb was r e ta in e d  e x c lu s iv e ly  t o  d e s ig n a te  th e  
d iv in e  c r e a t iv e  a c t iv i t y *  * . .  I t  means a c r e a t iv e  
a c t i v i t y ,  which on p r in c ip le  i s  w ith o u t analogy* (6 )
Nory we sh ou ld  n o te ,  i s  th e r e  any reason  th a t  e a r ly
Jew ish  th ou gh t sh ou ld  have con ce iv ed  o f  God’s word as an
agent which c r e a te s  independent o f  Him r a th e r  than as an
in stru m en t through  which God, H im se lf, e x e c u te s  H is own
c r e a t iv e  in t e n t io n ,  fo r  acco rd in g  to  P ed ersen , " . . . i n
e a r ly  I s r a e l  th e r e  was n o t , any more than  among o th er
p e o p le , an im p a ss ib le  g u l f  between th e  human and th e
d iv in e  w orld .
S t i l l ,  t h i s  way o f  sp eak in g  about God’s word as an
agent or in stru m en t c e r t a in ly  goes beyond what one n orm ally
means by a spoken word. God’s word appears a s  a c o n cr e te
e n t i t y  w ith  power ex ceed in g  th a t  o f  mere e x p r e s s io n . In
Jew ish th o u g h t, th e  u t te r e d  word p o sse sse d  a power o f  i t s
own as may be seen  in  th e  G enesis account o f  I s a a c ’s
b le s s in g  o f  Jacob , where th e  words o f  th e  b le s s in g  once
(5 ) I b id . ,  p .3
(6 ) Rad, von, op . c i t . . ,  p .47  ^ ^
(7 ) P ed ersen , J o h n s ., I s r a e l ;  I t s  L ife  ajnd C u ltu re ,
' ’ V o is .  I I I - I V ,  p . 4 ^
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l i t te r e d  must f u l f i l  th e m se lv e s . Isa a c  s e e s  th a t  "what he
has done, though he has done i t  in v o lu n t a r i ly ,  cannot be
r e v o k e d . " ^ . .su ch  an o r a c le  once u tte r e d  i s  in  i t s
n a tu re  irrevocab le ." ^ ^ ^ M oreover, i f  th e  word o f  man i s
seen  as p ow erfu l and ir r e v o c a b le , so much more so  i s  th e
word o f  God, as may be seen  in  I s a ia h  5 5 :1 1 .
. . . s o  s h a l l  my word be th a t  g o e s  fo r th  from my mouth;
i t  s h a l l  not re tu rn  to  me empty,
but s h a l l  accom p lish  th a t  which I  p urpose,
and p rosp er in  th e  th in g  fo r  which I  sen t i t .  (RSV)
Helmer R inggren rea ch es  an even s tr o n g e r  c o n c lu s io n
con cern in g  th e  word o f  th e  Lord. In h is  c a r e fu l  and
d e ta i le d  stu d y  o f  th e  h y p o s ta t iz e d  d iv in e  q u a l i t i e s  and
fu n c t io n s  in  th e  a n c ie n t  Near E a s t , ^^^^he q u o tes  w ith
ap proval Durr, who sa y s :
. . . a s  e a r ly  as in  th e  O.T. (we f in d )  th e  d iv in e  word, 
em anating from th e  d i v in i t y ,  but a c t in g  in d ep en d en tly , 
q u ie t ly  and s u r e ly  go in g  i t s  way, a p art o f  th e  
d i v i n i t y ,  as b earer  o f  d iv in e  power, o b v io u s ly  sep a­
r a te  from God and y e t b e lo n g in g  t o  him , a h y p o s ta s is  
in  th e  proper se n se  o f  th e  word. (11)
R inggren , h im s e lf ,  in v e s t ig a t e s  th e  n a tu re  o f  God’s
h y p o s ta t iz e d  word in  P s. 107 , P s . 145 , and Wisdom 1Ô and
co n clu d es th a t  " it  i s  a c o n c r e tio n  o f  th e  d iv in e  word as
a b rea th  from th e  mouth o f  God or a su b sta n ce  f u l l  o f
power, M )Ringgren fu r th e r  contends th a t  th e  h y p o s ta t iz e d
word o f  th e  Lord can be seen  in  th e  con cept o f  Memra. fo r
even though th e  P a le s t in e  Targums used Memra as a ’b u f fe r -
w ord’ , R inggren doubts i f  t h i s  term  was chosen  as an
(8) D r iv e r , op . c i t . ,  p .259
(9 ) S k in n er , op . c i t . ,  p .372
(10) R inggren , Helmer, Word and Wisdom: S tu d ie s  in  th e
B y p o s ta t iz a t io n  o f  D iv in e  Q u a l i t ie s  and Rxnctions 
in  th e  A ncien t Near East
(11 ) I b i d . ,  p . 157 n ^ I b i d * .  p . 159
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a r b itr a r y  and empty ’b u ffe r -w o r d ’ or s u b s t i t u t e  fo r  th e  
d iv in e  te tra g ra m , i . e .  a s a m ean in g less  s u b s t i t u t e  such  
as ’x ’ i s  in  a m athem atical e q u a tio n . In d eed , he argu es  
th a t  " ju s t  such a p e r s o n if ic a t io n  or hypo s t  a t i  z a t io n  o f  
th e  d iv in e  word must be th e  c o n d it io n  fo r  i t s  becoming a 
s u b s t i t u t e  fo r  a p u re ly  p erso n a l e x p r e ss io n  l ik e  th e  name 
o f
T his h y p o s ta t iz e d  ’word o f  th e  L ord’ may be seen  t o  
bear resem blances t o  both  th e  h y p o s ta t iz e d  Wisdom o f  God 
and th e  Torah. R in ggren ’ss tu d y  shows t h a t , l i k e  His 
h y p o s ta t iz e d  Wisdom, God’s h y p o s ta t iz e d  Word i s  s a id  t o  
come from th e  fteavenly Throne and from th e  mouth o f  God, 
th a t  i t  i s  c a l l e d  a l l  pow erfu l and th a t  i t  i s  s a id  t o  
carry  out God’s o r d e r s ,  e s p e c i a l l y  as reg ard s  c r e a t io n .
S im i la r i t i e s  between God’s h y p o s ta t iz e d  Word and th e  
Torah are based  upon th e  f a c t  th a t  th e  word o f  th e  Lord 
f in d s  e x p r e ss io n  in  th e  Torah, i . e .  th e  Law i s  th e  t o ­
t a l i t y  and embodiment o f  God’s purpose and w i l l .  The 
’w ord’ th a t  came to  Moses and th e  p rop h ets and th a t  i s  
summed up in  th e  Torah i s  sim p ly  th e  e x p r e ss io n  o f  God’s 
power and n a tu r e . Thus, in  Rabinnic Judaism  th e  Torah 
i s  sa id  to  have been p r e - e x is t e n t  w ith  God from th e  be­
g in n in g  ( c f .  Pesahim 54a B ar), to  have been w ith  God ( c f .  
Aboth d ’R. Nathan 31 ( 8 b ) ) ,  t o  be th e  daughter o f  God,
(13) I b id . ,  p p . l6 2 f .
(14) I b i d . ,  p p .158-162
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th e  in stru m en t o f  c r e a t io n  (Gen* R* 11 , R. Hoshaya th e  
e ld e r ) ,  and t o  be a b le  to  make men son s o f  God (P irq e  
Aboth i i i * 1 9 ) . ^ ( c f . th e s e  c la im s a ls o  w ith  th o se  o f  th e  
Logos o f  th e  P rologue to  th e  Fourth G o sp e l) .
Thus, we con clu d e th a t  in  Jew ish  th ou ght th e  word 
o f  th e  Lord i s  co n ce iv ed  o f  a s th e  c o n c r e te  a g e n t, means 
or in stru m en t by which God f u l f i l s  H is purpose and w i l l  
e s p e c ia l ly  in  c r e a t io n , and as such i t  b ears s e v e r a l  
resem b lan ces to  th e  h y p o s ta t iz e d  Wisdom o f  God and to  
th e  Torah.
Now l e t  us se e  w hether or not t h i s  meaning o f  God’s 
word l i e s  behind th e  Logos d o c tr in e  o f  th e  Fourth G osp el. 
B u rk itt argu es th a t  by b eg in n in g  h is  G ospel w ith  ^  arche  
en o l ogos th e  Fourth E v a n g e lis t  must have in ten d ed  to  
carry  h is  rea d ers  back t o  G e n e s is , ch ap ter  on e, i . e .  t o  
th e  ’w ord’ ad d ressed  by God to  H im self* T h is ’w ord’ 
should  be und erstood  as G odbIntention  through which ev ery ­
th in g  ’came to  p a s s ’ ( e g e n e to ) . w h ile  th e  ’w ord’ , i t s e l f ,  
’was ’ (j^ )*  The d if f e r e n c e  in  verbs d oes not r e f e r  to  an 
o n t o lo g ic a l  d i f f e r e n c e ,  r a th e r  th e  d i s t in c t io n  between  
was and came to  p ass s im p ly  means th a t  th e  ’w ord’ i s  
"on th e  s ta g e  when th e  c u r ta in  goes up, w h ile  ’t h i n g s ’ 
a re  n o t ."  T h is word th a t  was th e r e  a t  th e  b eg in n in g  i s  
Gene t he t o p h o s. ’Let th e r e  be l i g h t ’ , and John b ears w it ­
n e ss  th a t  t h i s  d iv in e  l i g h t  was coming in to  th e  w orld ,
( 1 5 ) Dodd, C. H ., The In t  erp re t a t io n  o f  th e  Fourth
G o sp e l. p p .85f*
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g iv in g  t o  th o s e  who r e c e iv e  him power th a t  th e y  may become 
c h ild r e n  o f  God. F u rth er , v e r se  14 o f  th e  P rologue sim p ly  
r e p e a ts  Joh n ’s w itn e s s ;  in d e e d ,th e  k a i i s  resum p tive and 
should  be t r a n s la te d  by ’I  mean to  s a y ’ or ’W ell th e n ,  
th e  word became f l e s h ’ . So t o o ,  v e r s e s  I 6- I 8 are  "a
( 16 )
summary in  o th er  term s o f  what has been a lrea d y  s a i d . . . . ’’
I t  w i l l  be seen  th a t  B u r k it t ’s in t e r p r e ta t io n  o f  th e  
P ro lo g u e ’s Logos d o c tr in e  has c e r ta in  fe a tu r e s  to  commend 
i t .  I t  g iv e s  a c o n s is t e n t  in t e r p r e t a t io n ,  and f in d s  a 
b a s is  in  th e  Old Testam ent id ea  o f  God’s c o n c r e te , c r e a t iv e  
word. However, i t  would appear th a t  Dodd i s  c o r r e c t  when 
he sa y s th a t  B u r k it t ’s arguments con cern in g  th e  in t e r ­
p r e ta t io n  o f  th e  two p h r a se s , ’th e  word became f l e s h ’ and 
’th e  word was God’ a re  fo r ced  and uneonvincingi^^^M oreover, 
one may wonder i f  th e  id e a  o f  God’s a d d r ess in g  H im self  
and th ereb y  g iv in g  e x is t e n c e  to  th e  ’w ord’ as th e  G enetheto  
phos i s  any more i n t e l l i g i b l e  than th e  id ea  o f  ’in t im a te  
g e n e t ic  c o n n ex io n ’ which B u rk itt r e j e c t s
N otw ith sta n d in g  th e s e  r e j e c t io n s  o f  B u r k it t ’s c la im s ,  
one p o s i t iv e  co n n ectio n  emerges between th e  Old Testam ent 
con cept o f  th e  word o f  th e  Lord and th e  Logos d o c tr in e  o f  
th e  Fourth G osp el, v i z .  th e  n o tio n  o f  lo g o s  p ro p h o r ik o s« 
th e  lo g o s  as u tte r e d  and c r e a t iv e .  The id e a  o f  th e  word 
as power and as e x p r e s s iv e  o f  God’s w i l l  i s  c e r t a in ly  
p resen t in  th e  P rologue to  th e  Fourth G osp el, and in  v iew
( 1 6 ) B u r k it t , op . c i t . ,  p p .94 -97
( 1 7 )Dodd, op* c i t . ,  p . 2 7 3 , n o te  1
(1 8 )B u r k it t , op . c i t . ,  p p .94f .
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o f  th e  s im i la r i t y  o f  th e  P ro lo g u e ’s b eg in n in g  t o  th a t  o f
th e  book o f  G en esis , we are most probably  j u s t i f i e d  in
presum ing th a t  th e  appearance o f  th e  id e a  o f  th e  Logos
as c r e a t iv e  and e x p r e s s iv e  o f  God’s purpose and w i l l  i s
based upon th e  Old Testam ent id ea  o f  th e  word o f  th e  Lord.
I t  i s  perhaps o n ly  th e  sen se  o f  ’w ord’ in h eren t in  
l o g o s , w ith  th e  su g g e s t io n  o f  power th a t  alw ays a t ­
ta c h e s  t o  th e  word in  Hebraic th o u g h t , th a t  makes 
i t  p o s s ib le  fo r  lo g o s  as a m eta p h y sica l term  to  
bear t h i s  dynamic m eaning. (19)
As regard s th e  r e la t io n  o f  ’th e  word o f  th e  L ord’ and 
th e  id ea  o f  God’s tr a n sc e n d e n c e , two p o in ts  em erge, ( l )  The 
’w ord’ i s  n ever  sim p ly  equated w ith  God. I t  i s  an hy­
p o s ta t iz e d  fu n c t io n  or q u a l i ty  o f  God but not God in  th e  
f u l ln e s s  o f  H is B ein g . (2 ) At th e  same t im e , th e  ’w ord’ 
i s  e x p r e s s iv e  o f  God’s in te n t io n  and w i l l .
The id e a  o f  c r e a t io n  by th e  word p r e se r v e s  f i r s t  
o f  a l l  th e  most r a d ic a l  e s s e n t ia l  d i s t in c t io n  be­
tw een C reator and c r e a tu r e . C rea tio n  cannot be 
even rem ote ly  co n sid ered  an em anation from God; 
i t  i s  not somehow an o v er flo w  or r e f l e c t i o n  o f  h is  
b e in g , i . e . , o f  h i s  d iv in e  n a tu r e , but i s  r a th e r  a 
product o f  h is  p erso n a l w i l l .  (20)
Thus, we can con clu d e th a t  th e  h y p o s ta t iz e d  word o f  
th e  Lord p rese rv es  th e  id ea  o f  God’s tra n scen d en ce  by 
a s s e r t in g  th a t  God i s  g r e a te r  than His ’w ord ’ which i s  
th e  means or agen t fo r  f u l f i l l i n g  H is p u rp ose , w h ile  a t  
th e  same tim e i t  t e l l s  us som ething o f  th e  God whose in ­
strum ent i t  i s ,  s in c e  as God’s in strum ent i t  i s  e x p r e s s iv e  
o f  God’s  w i l l  and in t e n t io n .
(19) Dodd, op . c i t . ,  pp .277f*
(20) Rad, von, op*, c i t . ,  p .4 9 f #
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Chapter 11
THE JEWISH FIGURE OF WISDOM
The most sw eep in g, i f  n o t the most a c c e p te d , c la im s fo r
the id e n t i f i c a t i o n  o f  the ’Word* o f  the Fourth  G ospel w ith  the
Jew ish  f ig u r e  o f  ’Wisdom* have been put fo r th  by Rende 11 
( i )
H arris . A ccord ing to  him the Prologue to the Fourth G ospel
was o r ig in a l ly  a S y r ia c  hymn in  p r a ise  o f  Wisdom, and behind
the O n ly-B egotten  Son o f  the Fourth G ospel l i e s  the Unique
(2 )
D aughter o f  God who i s  His Wisdom# We need n o t go in to  the  
d e t a i l s  o f  H a r r is ’ argum ent, but we should  n o te  h is  g en era l  
p o s i t io n .
F i r s t ,  he argues th a t  the Greek o f  th e  Prologue i s
( 3 )
’ t r a n s la t io n  Greek *, and th a t  poor t r a n s la t io n  e x p la in s  the  
non-Greek and d i f f i c u l t  phrase ’ the Word was w ith  God*. This 
p o s it io n  supports the h y p o th e s is  th a t :
. . .  t'he Logos o f  the Fourth G ospel i s  a s u b s t it u t e  fo r  
a p r e v io u s ly  e x i s t in g  Sophia (w hich) in v o lv e s  (o r  
alm ost in v o lv e s )  the consequence th a t  the Prologue i s  
a hymn in  honour o f  S oph ia , and th a t  i t  need n o t be in  
th a t  sen se  due to  the same au th orsh ip  as the G ospel
i t s e l f i 4 )
(1 )  H a r r is , R e h d e ll. The O rig in  o f  the Prologue to
S t ,  John's G ospel.
(2 ) I b id , ,  p . 13
(3 )  I b id . ,  p p .7 -9
(4 )  I b i d . ,  p .6
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H arris in v e s t ig a t e s  th e Jew ish  Wisdom L ite r a tu r e  and
fin d s  p a r a l l e l s  which a lm ost paraphrase the Prologue to  th e  
(5 )
Fourth G osp el. Encouraged by t h i s ,  he a ttem p ts to  r e s to r e  
the Prologue to  an in term ed ia te  form w h erein  the p r a is e s  o f  
Wisdom are based  on a c tu a l S a p ie n t ia l  q u o ta t io n s .
Prov. v i i i -  2 2 f f .  :
Sap. S o l .  i x .  4 :
Sap. S o l .  v i .  26 :
Sap. S o l .  v i .  29 :
Prov. i .  28 ;
S i r .  x x x iv . 13 ff> ^ :  
Enoch x l i .  I f f .  ^  :
Sap. S o l .  v i i .  27 :
S ir .  XXX i v .  6 ;
Sap. S o l .  v i i .  25 :
Sap. S o l .  i i i .  9 :
Ode S o l .  33 Î
The B egin n in g  was Wisdom,
Wisdom was w ith  God,
Wisdom was the a s s e s s o r  o f  God.
A l l  th in g s  were made by h er;
Apart from h er n o th in g  th a t  was 
made came to  b e .
W ith h er  was L ig h t , and the L igh t  
was the L ife  o f  men.
That l i g h t  shone in  the D ark n ess,
And the Darkness d id  n o t overm aster  
i t .
For no e v i l  overm asters Wisdom.
Wisdom was in  the World,
In  the World which she had made;
The w orld d id  n o t re c o g n ise  h e r .
She came to  the Jew s, and the 
Jews d id  n o t r e c e iv e  h er .
Those th a t  d id  r e c e iv e  h er
became F riends o f  God and p ro p h ets .
She ta b ern a c led  w ith  u s ,  and we saw 
h er sp len d ou r,
the sp len d ou r o f  th e  F a th er 's  Only 
C h ild ,
F u ll  o f  Grace and Truth.
(She d ec la red  the Grace o f  God 
among u s ) .
(5 )  H a r r is , Rende11, The O rig in  o f  th e Prologue to  S t .
Tofin * 8 Go s pe 1 , pp . lO - l9
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S ir .  XXXV. 15 ; From her plerom a we have r e c e iv e d
Grace in ste a d  o f  Law, For Law 
came by M oses,
Sap. Sol#  i i i .  19; Grace and Mercy came by Sophia;
Sap. S o l .  i x .  26 ; She i s  the Image o f  the I n v is ib le
God;
Sap. S o l .  v i .  22 : ig  the on ly  C hild  o f  God, in  the (6)
Sxr. XXXiv. 6 : bosom o f  the F a th er , and has prim acy.
I f  we ask  how i t  came about th a t  S t .  John changed th e
term 'wisdom* to  th a t  o f  'word* when he r e fe r r e d  to  J e su s , then
H arris g iv e s  a ra th e r  ten u o u s, but p o s s ib le ,  answ er. He
contends th a t  in  the e a r ly  Church Wisdom and Word were very
(7 )
c lo s e ly  co n n ected , w hich co n n ectio n  d er iv ed  from the p a r a l l e l  
u se o f  Wisdom and Word in  th e n in th  ch ap ter  o f  the Wisdom o f  
Solom on.
0 God o f  our fa th e r s  and Lord o f  Thy mercy 
Who has made a l l  th in g s  ^  Thy Word., ,
And h a s t  ordained man ^  Thy W i s d o m ’
H arris a ls o  p o in ts  out th a t  S t .  Paul r e fe r r e d  to  Jesus as the 
( 9) ( 10)
Wisdom o f  God, as d id  some o f  the e a r ly  Church F a th e r s . Thus,
he c o n c lu d e s ,
(6 )  H a r r is , R e n d e ll , The O rig in  o f  th e  Prologue to  S t
John*3 G ospel. 1 5 .^
7 ) I b id . , p . 11
(8 ) I b id . , p . 11
(9 ) I b i d . , p .12
(10 ) Ib i d . , pp.
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Th© s u b s t i t u t io n  o f  Logos fo r  Sophia in  the p r im it iv e  
C h r is to lo g y  was l i t t l e  more than the r e p la c in g  o f  a 
fem in in e e x p r e s s io n  by a m ascu line one in  G reek- , .
sp eak in g  c i r c l e s ,  and the t r a n s i t io n  was very  easyJ^^^
A ccord ing to  H a rr is , the cause o f  th is  ea sy  t r a n s i t io n  was
the r i s e  o f  G n ostic  h e r e sy . S in ce  Wisdom and Knowledge were
such key con cep ts o f  G n ostic ism  w hich d id  n o t always agree
w ith  C h r is t ia n i t y ,  th e Fourth  E v a n g e lis t  d e l ib e r a t e ly  chose
n o t to  u se  the term S o p h ia , and s u b s t itu te d  fo r  i t  the term
Logos in  ord er to  ensure th a t  h is  G ospel sh ou ld  n ot be
( 12)
in te r p r e te d  in  l i g h t  o f  n o n -C h r istia n  G n o stic ism .
(13 )
A l e s s  extrem e p o s i t io n  i s  th a t  taken  by O . S .  Rankin, who
attem p ts to  a r r iv e  a t the s ig n i f ic a n c e  o f  th e  f ig u r e  o f  Wisdom
by in v e s t ig a t in g  the in f lu e n c e s  which were form ative  and
d e te rm in a tiv e  in  i t s  developm ent. He l i s t e n s  to the arguments
(14)
o f  Meyer ( " . . .  the p e r s o n if ic a t io n  o f  Wisdom i s  a n a tu r a l
(1 5 ) (16)
and independent product o f  Jew ish  th o u g h t .” ) and o f  H e in isc h ,
("An a t t r ib u te  o f  Jahve has grown in to  an h y p o s ta s is  through th e
(11 ) H a r r is , R e n d e ll, The O rig in  o f  th e Prologue to  S t .J o h n ’s
G ospel, p . l è
(1 2 ) I b i d . ,  p . 12
(1 3 ) R ankin, O .S ., I s r a e l ’ s Wisdom L it e r a t u r e ; I t s  Bear in g
on T heology and the H is to r y  o f  R elfgT cn
(1 4 ) M eyer, E . ,  XJraprung und Anfange d . C hristentum s
( 15 ) R ankin, op . c i t  .7  p.8iS7
(1 6 ) H e in isc h , D ie p e r so n lic h e  W eish e it  des A .T . in
r e l ig io n s g e s c h .  B eleu ch tu n g, M unster, (1933)
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urge o f  p o e t ic  sp eech  to  d e sc r ib e  the d iv in e  a t t r ib u te s  as
p erso n s, a p ro cess  in  w hich  su p ern a tu ra l guidance was n ot 
( 17)
w an tin g . ) ,  and agrees w ith  them th a t th ere  was w ith in  Judaism a 
p rep a ra tio n  fo r  the f ig u r e  o f  Wisdom#
That p r im it iv e  O r ie n ta l thought m ight regard  wisdom  
as a su b sta n c e , or as a q u a l i ty  th a t  m ight be 
ob ta in ed  by e a t in g  a su b sta n ce; th a t  p o e try  could  
p e r s o n ify  an a t tr ib u te  o f  God; th a t  th e id ea  o f  the  
tran scen d en ce o f  Jahve in  the course o f  th e  d e v e lo p ­
ment o f  m o n o th e is t ic  thought e x p la in s  the need fo r ( l8 )  
in te r m e d ia r ie s  -  a l l  th e se  fa c to r s  were p rep a ra to ry .
However, Rankin co n sid e rs  th a t  the appearance o f  the
f ig u r e  o f  Wisdom in  Jew ish  thought was to o  sudden to  be
accounted  fo r  sim p ly  by the developm ent o f  r e l ig io u s  thought
(19)
w ith in  Judaism , and h is  p o s it io n  i s  as f o l lo w s .
Prom the tim e o f  the e x i l e  onwards the Jews con ce ived  o f
God as more and more tr a n sc e n d e n t. He i s  d e sc r ib e d  as * the
H ighest* and i s  p ic tu r e d  as an e a r th ly  monarch surrounded by
h is  co u rt o f  a n g e ls  and 'h o ly  men*. I t  i s  a t  t h i s  tim e th a t
in te r m e d ia r ie s  a r is e  as b e in g s  who stan d  betw een the 'A lm igh ty ’
{ 20  )
(E l S h ad d a l) and the w orld .
(1 7 ) Rankin, op . c i t . ,  p ,S 28
(1 8 ) I b id . ,  p . 239
(1 9 ) I b id . ,  p p .2 3 9 f .
(2 0 ) I b id . ,  p p .2 2 2 f .
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Under the n e c e s s i t y  o f  co n n ectin g  th e  w orld  o f  men 
w ith  the God, who in  m a jesty  and n atu re was so fa r  
above t h i s  w orld , th ere  were two co u rses  w hich  
Judaism cou ld  take and w hich i t  took# I t  t r a n s ­
formed the d e i t i e s  o f  fo r e ig n  w orship  in to  a n g e ls ,  
who, r e p r e se n tin g  the fu n c tio n s  o f  th e  Supreme 
B ein g , were more o r  l e s s  the e q u iv a le n t  o f  a b s tr a c t  
id ea s  or d iv in e  a t t r ib u t e s ,  and on th e o th er  hand i t  
turned su ch  a b s tr a c t  id ea s as s p i r i t  o f  God #.# and 
the word o f  God # • • in to  what may be c a l le d  
h y p o sta ses  or p e r s o n if ic a t io n s  o f  th e d iv in e  a c t i v i t y  
and power
We have a lrea d y  seen  th a t  Rankin agrees th a t  p o e t ic  
e x p r e ss io n  in  Jew ish  l i t e r a t u r e  tended to  p e r s o n ify  the Wisdom 
o f  God. However, he s e e s  t h i s  as on ly  p rep a ra tio n  fo r  th e  
second c o u r se , i . e .  th e  borrow ing by Judaism o f  d e i t i e s  from  
o th er  c o u n tr ie s  and the tran sform in g  o f  them in to  h y p o s ta t iz e d  
fu n c tio n s  o f  Jahve. In order to  s u b s ta n t ia te  t h is  t h e s i s ,
Rankin makes a d e ta i le d  stu d y  o f  the in f lu e n c e s  o f  B ab ylon ian , 
E gyp tian  and Ira n ia n  r e l ig io u s  thought upon Judaism . He approves 
o f  the work o f  Bultmann and Schraeder who f in d  in  Iran ian  
m ythology and r e l ig io n  the n o t io n  o f  a d e i t y  or h ea v en ly  man 
w hich appears to  l i e  behind the Jew ish f ig u r e  o f  Wisdom.
Bultmann contends th a t  p r e -C h r is t ia n  Ira n ia n  r e l ig io u s  thought 
which i s  the source o f  th e Mandaean f ig u r e ,  Enosh-U thra  
(d e sc r ib e d  as "a (o r ,  th e )  Word, a son o f  words") i s  most
( 2 1 )  R a n k in ,  o p .  c i t . ,  p p . 2 2 3 f .
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l l k e l y  a ls o  the e a r l i e s t  sou rce o f  th e Old Testam ent f ig u r e
( 22 )
o f  Wisdom. Schraeder fo llo w s  up Bultmann*s work and a r r iv e s
a t th ree  c o n c lu s io n s :  (1 )  The Prologue to  th e  Fourth G ospel
was o r ig in a l l y  an Aramaic hymn and behind the term Logos
l i e s  the Aramaic term Memra. (2 )  This la t e  Jew ish  hymn
id e n t i f i e d  the d iv in e  M essenger, E nosh, w ith  the L igh t o f  the
D iv in e  w o r ld . (3 )  The Enosh t r a d i t io n  i s  p reserv ed  in  th e
(23)
n in th  ch a p ter  o f  the Book o f  D a n ie l . Rankin c o n s id e rs  th e se  
f in d in g s  im portant s in c e  Schraeder see k s  to  show d e f in i t e  
s i m i l a r i t i e s  betw een the p r e - e x is t e n t  man, the Memra and th e  
Old Testam ent f ig u r e  o f  Wisdom. Now i f ,  as i s  g e n e r a lly  
accep ted  to  be the c a s e , the Jews borrowed from P ersia n  
so u rces th e id ea  o f  the h ea v en ly , p r e - e x is t e n t  man f o r  t h e ir  
a p o c a ly p tic  w r i t in g s ,  then  i t  i s ,  to  sa y  the l e a s t ,  p o s s ib le  
th a t  P ers ia n  id eas o f  Memra ( c l o s e l y  con n ected  to  the n o tio n  
o f  the p r e - e x i s t e n t  man, acco rd in g  to  Schraed er) in f lu e n c e d  the  
developm ent o f  the Jew ish  f ig u r e  o f  Wisdom.
I t  is  t h is  p o s s i b i l i t y  o f  form ative P er s ia n  in f lu e n c e  
upon the Jew ish  con cept o f  Wisdom th a t  Rankin p u rsu es . He 
adm its th a t  th ere  are d e f in i t e  B ab ylon ian , E gyp tian  and
(2 2 ) Rankin, op . c i t . ,  p .225
(2 3 ) I b id . ,  p p .2 2 5 f .
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H e l l e n i s t i c  in f lu e n c e s ,  but contends th a t  the f i r s t  major
(24)
e x te r n a l  in f lu e n c e  came from P e r s ia . To su p p ort th is
c o n te n tio n , he s tu d ie s  the id ea  o f  Wisdom in  P roverb s,
ch ap ters one through n in e . F o llow in g  S e l l i n  and Bressmann,
he d a tes  th e se  ch ap ters b e fo r e  300 B .0 #, w hich  means th a t  the
id ea s  found th e r e in  appeared "before the s y n c r e t ic  in f lu e n c e s
(25 )
o f  the H e l l e n i s t i c  P eriod  became acu te Rankin then
p rov id es us w ith  a l i s t  o f  ' c h ie f  fe a tu r e s  o f  p e r s o n if ie d  
Wisdom' as found in  P rov. 1 -9 .
(1 )  Wisdom was b eg o tte n  o f  God b e fo re  the world  
was c r e a te d .
(2 )  She was ap poin ted  by God e i t h e r  to  r u le  or to  be
an a s s o c ia t e  w ith  Him in  His r u l e .
(3 )  Wisdom was the a r t i f i c e r  whose p lan s fo r  c r e a t io n  
were s tu d ie d  and approved by Jahve# Jahve H im self  
b e in g  the Creator*
(4 )  Wisdom i s  an a s s o c ia te  o f  Jahve in  whom He has 
c o n sta n t d e l ig h t .
(5 )  W isdom's m essage and fu n c tio n s  are p a r t ic u la r ly  
concerned w ith  mankind ; She r e v e a ls  the way o f  
l i f e  and r ig h te o u s n e s s .
(6 ) Wisdom's d w e llin g  or house has seven  p i l l a r s .
(7 )  She i s  co n tr a sted  w ith  F o l ly  (o r  'woman' o f
f o o l i s h n e s s ) ,  and what she bestow s i s  compared
w ith  what F o l ly  o f f e r s ;  the ways o f  F o l ly  are 
d e a th .
(8 )  The c h a r a c te r  o f  Wisdom's m essage i s  a p roclam at­
io n  o f  Truth (Em eth) , R igh teou sn ess ( Z edek) , 
Knowledge (Da^ SiathT,and Judgement, J u s t ic e ,  or  
Law ( MishpatTl  26T
(2 4 ) Rankin, op. c i t . ,  p p .229-236
(25 ) I b i d . ,  p .241
(26 ) I b i d . ,  p .243
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Rankin goes on to  in v e s t ig a te  the s im ila r ity  o f such
a fig u re  w ith  the P ersian  supreme Grod of l ig h t  and tru th ,
(27)
Ahura Mazda (so  B o u sse t), and w ith  the Amesha Spentas, Asha
and Vohu mano, which were old  Iranian d e i t ie s  of the elem ents
la te r  converted in to  s p ir itu a l  bearers o f  Ahura Mazda (so
(28 )
Andreas and Schraeder). Rankin examines the arguments fo r
(29)
and aga in st th ese  s im i la r i t ie s  and judges;
Our examination of the fig u re  of Wisdom in  Prov.
1-9 thus lead s to the con clusion  th a t Wisdom in  
Judaism owes i t s  o r ig in  to Iranian thought upon 
the Amesha Spentas, in  p a rticu la r  to  the concep­
tion o f Asha.(50 )
On the other hand, the fin d in gs of Helmer Ringgren
disagree w ith  Rankin' s con clu sion . Ringgren notes the
s im ila r ity  of fu n ction s between the Amesha Spentas and the
fig u re  of Wisdom, e s p e c ia l ly  as regards fu n ction s of 'consu ltan t
at crea tion ' and 'medium of r e v e la t io n ' , but argues th at these
(31)
resemblances are only s u p e r f ic ia l .
27) Rankin, op. c i t . ,  p .243
28) I b id .,  p .244
29) I b id .,  p p .244-252
30) I b id . ,  p.252
31) Ringgren, Helmer, Word and Wisdom; Studies in  the
Évno81atiza!tion  of^ Divine Q u a lif ie s  
and Functions in  tiae Ancient iütear~  
East^ nn.129-151
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C onsequently  I th in k  i t  i s  im p o ssib le  to  f in d  among 
th e Amesha Spentas a d e f in i t e  p ro to ty p e  o f  Wisdom.
I f  we should  have a p a r a l l e l  or p r o to ty p e , i t  i s  
above a l l  a t y p o lo g ic a l  and phenom enologica l one, 
and th e r e  i s  n o th in g  to  in d ic a te  a h ig h er  degree o f  
h i s t o r i c a l  d e p e n d e n c e 2 )
R in ggren 's own p o s i t io n  i s  th a t  the Jew ish  f ig u r e  o f  
Wisdom d evelop ed  by th e  h y p o s ta t iz a t io n  o f God's wisdom.
Rankin, t o o ,  agrees;, th a t  t h i s  accou n ts p a r t ly fo r  th e  
emergence o f  'Wisdom' , but p la c e s  g r e a te r  em phasis upon th e  
fo rm a tiv e  e x te r n a l in f lu e n c e s  o f E astern  m yths. Nor does 
R inggren t o t a l l y  ig n o re  su ch  in f lu e n c e s .
T his h y p o s ta t iz a t io n  (o f  Wisdom) i s  in  my o p in io n  
the v ery  o r ig in  o f  th e f ig u r e  o f  Wisdom* But by 
t h i s  I  have n ot in ten d ed  to  deny th a t  fo r e ig n  
in f lu e n c e  has a s s e r te d  i t s e l f  in  the fo rm a tio n  o f  
Wisdom as a p erso n a l b e in g . As a m atter  o f  f a c t ,  
most o f th e  co n cr e te  fe a tu r e s  in  Wisdom can be 
shown to  r e f l e c t  m y th o lo g ic a l id e a s  .03  )
Thus, th e d isagreem en t betw een Rankin and R inggren seems 
to  be a m atter  of d egree and em phasis r a th e r  than one o f  f a c t  
and in f lu e n c e .  At any r a t e ,  in  t h i s  paper we are n o t so much 
concerned w ith  the o r ig in  o f  the f ig u r e  o f Wisdom as w ith  th e  
meaning of Wisdom. We are in v e s t ig a t in g  th e developm ent o f  th e
(32) R inggren , Helmer, Word and Wisdom; S tu d ie s  in  t he
H yp ostatization  o f P iy in e  Q u a lifie s  
and Fu n c t io n s  In the A n cien t JMear 
E ast, "^p.l31
(33 ) I b i d . ,  p p . l3 2 f .  ~ ~
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id ea  o f  Wisdom in  th e  Old Testam ent in  order to  d isc o v e r  what
i t  o r i g in a l ly  m eant, what i t  came to  mean, and w hether or not
t h i s  meaning o f  Wisdom l i e s  behind th e  meaning of th e  Logos
in  P h i lo ,  or th e  Fourth G ospel or b o th . I t  appears th a t
Rankin makes ou t a s tu d ie d  and stro n g  ca se  fo r  th e meaning o f
Wisdom a t  i t s  e a r l i e s t  p e r s o n if ic a t io n  in  Jew ish  thought to  be
such as o u t lin e d  in  h i s  e ig h t  p o in t s . ( s e e  a b o v e ). F u rth er , he
appears to  p r e se n t a sound c a se  in  argu in g  th a t  t h i s  meaning i s
p a r a l le le d  in  Ira n ia n  r e l ig io u s  myth, even i f  he cannot prove
a d e f in i t e  dependence. Rankin adm its th a t  th e  Jew ish  id e a  o f
Wisdom underwent changes due to th e l a t e r  e x te r n a l  in f lu e n c e s
(54)
o f  H e l l e n i s t i c  p h ilo so p h y , and we may see  t h i s  developm ent a t  
i t s  h ig h e s t  in  th e  work o f  P h i lo .  However, what we are concerned  
w ith  h ere i s  th e  n atu re  o f  p r e - H e l le n is t ie  Wisdom in  Jew ish  
th o u g h t, and we may summarize t h i s  te a ch in g  as f o l lo w s .
Wisdom was w ith  God b e fo r e  th e  c r e a t io n  o f th e  w orld  and i s  
a companion in  whom God c o n s ta n t ly  d e l ig h t s .  She i s  an a s s o c ia t e  
w ith  God as th e a r t i f i c e r  who planned c r e a t io n  and as one who 
was ap p oin ted  by God to  sh are  in  H is r u l e . Her fu n c t io n s  are
(34) R ankin, op. c i t . ,  p p .254f.
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p a r t ic u la r ly  concerned w ith  man, her m essage o f R ig h teo u sn ess , 
T ruth, Knowledge and Judgement, and her g i f t  o f  l i f e  b e in g  
c o n tr a s te d  w ith  th e  m essage and g i f t  o f  F o l ly .
I t  i s  s i g n i f i c a n t  th a t  a l l  o f  th e se  p o in t s ,  save tw o , are
tak en  up and d evelop ed  by P h ilo  in  h is  trea tm en t o f  th e  L ogos.
We s h a l l  see  th a t  he expands the c r e a t iv e  and g o vern in g  
fu n c t io n s ,  but d oes n ot d ev e lo p  th e  r e v e la to r y  and s o te r io ^  
l o g i c a l  s id e  o f  Wisdom. In deed , he d oes n o t need to  do s o .  
A ccording to  him th e r e  i s  no need fo r  a s p e c i a l  r e v e la to r y  
f ig u r e  s in c e  knowledge i s  in  th e  w orld inasm uch as th e  w orld  
was made ^  and a f t e r  God's R eason,and inasmuch as God's law  
(g iv en  to  M oses) i s  in  accord  w ith  th e  rea so n  o f man, o f  the
w orld and of God. For th e  same rea so n  P h ilo  has no need to
d evelop  th e  s o t e r i o lo g i c a l  s id e  of Wisdom (o f  w hich  we see  
th e  b eg in n in g  in  th e  i d e n t i f i c a t i o n  o f Wisdom and l i f e ) .  H is  
d o c tr in e  o f  c r e a t io n  does n o t a llo w  the dualism  o f  P er s ia n  
r e l ig io n  w hich  made n e c e ssa r y  both  a r e v e la to r y  and s o t e r io ­
l o g i c a l  f i g u r e .  On th e s e  p o in ts  i t  would appear th a t  P h ilo
was more f a i t h f u l  to  Jew ish  t r a d i t io n a l  te a c h in g  th an  were
(35)
th e  Wisdom w r i t e r s .
(35) o f .  Bultmann, Rudolph, Essays P h ilo so p h ica l and
T h eo lo g ica l, pp .147-149
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Whether Wisdom in  th e  Old Testament be co n s id ered  
th e  h y p o s t a t i s in g  o f  an a t t r ib u t e  o f  (xod or the ad o p tion  o f  
a f o r e ig n  d e i t y  (or d e i t i e s )  as (xod*s a s s i s t a n t  ( s ) ,  th e r e  i s  
no id e a  o f  i t s  b e in g  eq u a l w ith  Grod or o f  i t s  b e in g  a 
s u b s t i t u t e  f o r  G-od.
i t  i s  s u f f i c i e n t l y  e v id e n t  in  the l i t e r a t u r e  
concerned th a t  Wisdom i s  regarded  a s  a B eing  
d e p |^ g |n t  on God but in  some sen se  sep a ra te  from
I t  i s  tr u e  th a t  the tendency from the tim e o f  th e  e x i l e  
onwards f o r  th e  Jews to  c o n c e iv e  o f  God as  more and more 
tra n scen d en t gave r i s e  to  f ig u r e s  such a s  Wisdom, but t h i s  
does n ot mean th a t  a f t e r  th e  e x i l e  the Jews departed  from  
t h e i r  b e l i e f  in  a c r e a t i v e ,  co v en a n tin g , a c t i v e  God. On the  
co n tr a ry , i t  i s  ju s t  because th ey  r e ta in e d  t h i s  b e l i e f  th a t  
such f ig u r e s  d ev e lo p ed . What emerged, in  f a c t ,  was not a 
new c o n ce p t io n  o f  God, i . e .  God as remote and i n a c t i v e ,  but a 
new q u e s t io n  -  th e  q u e s t io n  how does God c r e a te ;  how does  
He a c t ;  and Jew ish  thought sought to answer t h i s  q u e s t io n  
by re co u rse  to  h y p o s ta t iz e d  fu n c t io n s  o f  God such as Wisdom.
Rankin a l s o  c i t e s  the im portant c o n tr ib u t io n s  to  the  
Jew ish  f ig u r e  o f  Wisdom which d er iv ed  from H e l l e n i s t i c  in f lu e n c e s
( 3 6 )  R a n k i n ,  o p .  c i t . ,  p . 2 2 4
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(1) Wisdom to o k  her d w e ll in g  among I s r a e l .  (S ir * 5 :5 )
(2) However, Wisdom cou ld  f in d  no d w e ll in g  p la c e  
among men so she retu rn ed  and took  her p la c e  
among the a n g e l s .  ( I  Enoch 42: 1 ,2 ;  c f .  I  Enoch 
8 4 :3 ;  9 4 :5 )
(3 ) Wisdom i s  equated w ith  'th e  hook o f  the covenant 
o f  Most High, the law which Moses commanded'.
( S i r .  24 :23)
(4 )  Wisdom i s  th e  a r t i f i c e r  of a l l  t h in g s .  (Sap. S o l .
7 :2 2 )
(5 ) Wisdom r e c e iv e d  from God th e  com m ission to  c r e a te  
man. ( I I  Enoch 30?8a)
6 )  Wisdom p a s s e s  in to  h o ly  s o u ls .  (Sap. S o l .  5 :2? )
T) Wisdom i s  the sa v io u r  o f  men. (Sap. S o l .  9 :1 8 )
s )  Wisdom i s  th e  r e v e la t io n  o f  God sen t  from the
h eaven ly  th r o n e . (Sap. S o l .  9 :1 0 )
(9 )  Wisdom i s  th e  image o f  God's go o d n ess . (Sap. S o l .
7 : 2 4 - 2 6 p 7 J
A gain , we s h a l l  see  t h a t  most o f  th e s e  p o in ts  are taken  up
and d evelop ed  by P h i lo .  He t r e a t s  the lo g o s  as 'd w e l l in g  w ith
men' (p o in t s  1 and 6 above) in  speaking o f  th e  immanent l o g o s .
He c l o s e l y  r e l a t e s  th e  lo g o s  o f  God and th e  world w ith  th e  law  
o f  Moses (p o in t  3 a b o v e ) ,  and i n s i s t s  upon th e  c r e a t iv e  fu n c t io n  
o f  the lo g o s  (p o in t s  4 and 5 a b ov e). In a l im i t e d  s e n s e ,  P h i lo  
even speaks o f  th e  lo g o s  as r e v e la to r y  or s u g g e s t iv e  o f God* s 
nature inasmuch as  th e  immanent lo g o s  r e f l e c t s  th e  lo g o s  o f  
God, and, as we bave a lrea d y  su g g e s te d ,  j u s t  fo r  t h i s  rea so n  
P h i lo ' s  system  e x h i b i t s  no need fo r  a r e v e la t o r y  or s o t e r i o -  
l o g i c a l  f ig u r e  such as Wisdom (p o in ts  2 ,  7 , 8 and 9 a b ov e). We
( 3 7 )  R a n k i n ,  o p .  c i t . ,  p p . 2 5 4 f .
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do not purpose to argue whether P h ilo  borrowed d i r e c t l y  from
th e  Wisdom L ite r a tu r e  or whether both P h i lo  and the Wisdom
w r it e r s  were in f lu e n c e d  by th e  same Jew ish  and H e l l e n i s t i c  
{ 3 8 )
f a c t o r s .  However, we do co n s id e r  th a t  a com parison of P h i l o ' s  
p o s i t i o n  w ith  S a p ie n t ia l  w r i t in g s  shows a marked s i m i l a r i t y  of  
th ou ght. Thus, th e  q u e s t io n  o f  whether th e  author o f  th e  
Prologue t o  th e  Fourth Gospel lea n ed  upon the Jew ish  f ig u r e  o f  
Wisdom or upon th e  P h iIo n ic  f ig u r e  o f  th e  Logos i s  o f  no g r e a t  
con seq u en ce, s in c e  w hichever sou rce  he may have borrowed from  
would have y ie ld e d  th e  same meaning in  r e s p e c t  t o  the f e a tu r e s  
common to  b o th .
F urther i t  would appear from th e  s t u d ie s  o f  H a r r is ,
(39)
Rankin and o th e r s ,  th a t  many o f  the id e a s  found in  th e  lo g o s  
d o c tr in e  o f  th e  Prologue t o  the Fourth  Gospel may be found, 
a t  l e a s t  in  t h e i r  rud im en ts , in  the Jew ish  id e a  o f  Wisdom.
We do n o t  need to  contend f o r  a v e r b a l  s i m i l a r i t y  or dependence, 
as H arris  a r g u e s . Hor do we need to  hold  a d e f i n i t e  dependence  
of Jew ish  Wisdom upon Ira n ia n  s o u r c e s ,  a s  Rankin co n ten d s . What
(38) Of. O e s te r le y ,  W.O.E#, The Wisdom o f  Solomon.p p .x v - x ix
(39) H a r v e y - J e l l i e , W., The Wisdom o f God and the Word of God
O e s te r le y ,  W.O.E., op. c i t .
  An In tr o d u c t io n  to  the Books o f the
Apocrypha
_______  The B o o ~ o f  Proverbs
_________________________  $tie Books o f  tE ê Apocrypha: Their
O r ig in , Teacliiri^. and Contents  
■ 0Î B in -S ïrâ -----------
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we are con ten d in g  i s  th a t  th e  meaning o f  Wisdom in  Jew ish  
th ou gh t, p a r a l l e l e d  by and probably  in f lu e n c e d  by Iran ian  
thought con cern in g  th e  Amesha Spentas o f  AhuraMazda, may be 
found in  th e  Pro logue to  the Fourth G ospel. In order to  show 
the c lo s e n e s s  o f  thought between S a p ie n t ia l  l i t e r a t u r e  and th e  
P ro logu e , l e t  us r e f e r  to  the fo l lo w in g  p a r a l l e l s  o f  th o u g h t ,
i f  n ot o f  a c tu a l  e x p r e s s io n .  We do not argue th a t  the Fourth
E v a n g e l is t  was aware o f  v e r b a l  borrowing, but th a t  a t  l e a s t  
he must have been a f f e c t e d  by th e  id ea s  ex p ressed  in  th e  
f o l lo w in g  q u o ta t io n s ,  whether th e s e  id e a s  were tr a n sm itte d  as  
Wisdom l i t e r a t u r e ,  a s  th e  works o f  P h i lo ,o r  as ' id ea s  in  th e  
air* .
John 1 :1 -2  Pro v . 8:23
In the b eg in n in g  was th e  I was s e t  up from e v e r la s t i n g ,
word, and th e  word was w ith  from the b e g in n in g , or ever
God, and the word was God. th e  ea r th  wasJ^^*
The same was in  th e  b eg in ­
n in g  w ith  God. Prov, 8 :22
The lo r d  p o s s e s s e d  me in  th e  
b eg in n in g  o f  H is way, b efore  
h i s  works o f  o ld .
Sap. S o l .  9 :9a
And w ith  Thee i s  Wisdom which  
knoweth Thy works, Being  
a l s o  p rese n t  (w ith  Thee) when 
Thou made8t  th e  world
(40) Text o f  the A uthorized  King James V ers io n  o f  th e  
E n g lish  B ib le .
(41) T r a n s la t io n  by O e s te r le y ,  op. c i t .
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John 1:3 Sap. S o l .  7 :22a
A l l  th in g s  were made by 
him and w ith o u t  him was 
n o t an yth in g  made th a t  
was made.
For she th a t  i s  the a r t i f i c e r  
o f  a l l ,  (namely) Wisdom, 
taught me.
John 1 :4 Sap. S o l .  7:27b
In him was l i f e , and the  
l i f e  was th e  l i g h t  o f  
men.
And (though) a b id in g  w ith in  
h e r s e l f  she reneweth a l l  
t h i n g s .
Prov. 8:35
For whoso f in d e th  me (Wisdom) 
f in d e t h  l i f e .
John 1:5 Sap. S o l .  7 :2 9 -5 0
And the l i g h t  sh in e th  in  
darkness and th e  darkness  
0 omprehended ( overcame) 
i t  n o t .
For: she Lis more b e a u t i f u l  than  
the sun, and above every  
c o n s t e l l a t i o n  o f  th e  s ta r s  
( in  b e a u t y ) ,
Being compared w ith  l i g h t  she  
i s  found su p e r io r ;
For n ig h t  fo l lo w e th  t h i s ,  
Whereas e v i l  p r e v a i l e t h  not  
over Wisdom.. . .
John 1: 9-lO a Enoch 42:2a
That the tr u e  l i g h t  which  
l i g h t e n e t h  every  man was 
coming in t o  th e  World. He 
was in  the w o r ld .
Wisdom went f o r t h  to  make her 
d w e ll in g  among th e  c h i ld r e n  
o f  men.' *^  ^ )
(42) T r a n s la t io n  by E. H. C h arles , The Book o f  Enoch
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John 1 :1 0 b
And the world was made by 
him, and th e  world  knew 
him n o t .
Sap. S o l .  7 :22a  
(p rev io u s  page)
Enoch 42; 2b
And (Wisdom) found no d w e ll in g  
p la c e .
Wisdom retu rn ed  to  h er  p la c e ,  
And took her s e a t  among th e  
a n g e ls .
John 1 :11
He came unto h i s  own, and 
h is  own r e c e iv e d  him n o t .
S ir .  24 :8
Then th e  C reator o f  a l l  th in g s  
gave me (Wisdom) commandment. 
And He th a t  c r e a te d  me f ix e d  
my d w e ll in g  p la c e  ( f o r  me).
And he s a i d ,  in  Jacob l e t  th y  
d w e l l in g -p la c e  b e ,
And in  I s r a e l  take up th in e  
inher  i t  a n c e )
Enoch 42:2
Wisdom went f o r t h  to  make her  
d w e ll in g  among the c h i ld r e n  o f  
men.
And found no d w e ll in g  p la c e ;  
Wisdom re tu rn ed  to  her p la c e .  
And to o k  her s e a t  among th e  
angeI s .
Prov. 1 :3 0
They would none o f  my co u n se l:  
They d e sp ise d  a l l  my r e p r o o f .
(43) T r a n s la t io n  by O e s te r le y ,  op. c i t
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John 1:12
But as many as  r e c e iv e d  
him, to  them gave he 
power to  become th e  sons  
of God, even  t o  them th a t  
b e l i e v e  on h i s  name*
Bap* Sol* 7;27o
And from g e n e r a t io n  to  
g en er a tio n  p a ss in g  in to  h o ly  
s o u ls ,
She maketh men f r ie n d s  o f  
God and p r o p h e ts .
John 1 :14
. . .  (a )  and we b eh eld  h i s  
g lo r y ,  th e  g lo r y  as th e (b )  
on ly  b e g o tte n  o f  th e  fa th e r  
(c )  f u l l  o f  grace  and 
t r u th .
John 1:18
No man h a th  see n  God a t  any 
t im e , (b) th e  o n ly  b e g o tte n  
Son, which i s  in  the bosom 
o f  th e  F a th er , (a )  he h ath  
d ec la red  him.
(a )  Sap. S o l .  7:26
For she (Wisdom) i s  a r e f l e c t i o n  
from ( th e )  e v e r l a s t i n g  l i g h t ,
And an u n sp otted  m irror o f  th e  
working o f  God,
And th e  image o f  h i s  goodness. 
Sap. S o l .  9 :1 7
And who can know Thy co u n se l  
u n le s s  Thou g iv e  him wisdom, 
and send Thy h o ly  s p i r i t  
from  ^on h igh .
(b) Sap. S o l .  7:22b
For th ere  i s  in  her (Wisdom) a 
s p i r i t  o f  u n d ersta n d in g ,  
h o ly ,  s o le -b o r n  ..........
( c )  Prov. 8 :7 a
For my (Wisdom's) mouth s h a l l  
speak t r u th  ..........
Prov. 8 :8 a
A l l  the words of my (Wisdom's) 
mouth are in  r ig h te o u s n e s s  . . . .
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As regard s  th e  s i g n i f i c a n c e  o f  th e  f ig u r e  o f  Wisdom
fo r  God's tra n scen d en ce , we turn  t o  th e  f in d in g s  of R inggren
who s t u d ie s  th e  r e l a t i o n  o f  God and the f i g u r e  o f  Wisdom in
each o f  th e  S a p ie n t ia l  w r i t in g s .  We need not i n v e s t i g a t e  a l l
o f  them, but we should  n o te  th e  more im portant on es. In
P ro v erb s , ch a p ters  one t o  n in e ,  the fundam ental id e a  i s  th a t
o f  the p r e - e x i s t e n c e  o f  Wisdom. Proverbs 8 :22  may be read as
' the lo r d  p o s s e s s e d  or c r e a te d  me (Wisdom) . . . . '  The meaning
o f  the word in  q u e s t io n  { V ^ p )  i s  "that o f  a c q u ir in g  som ething
not p r e v io u s ly  p o s s e s s e d ,  which may be done by bu ying  or
making i t ,  i n  the c a se  o f  a c h i ld  by b e g e t t in g  i t " .  (So 
(44 )
Nyberg). Thus R inggren co n c lu d es:
. . .  how i s  th e  r e l a t i o n  o f  Wisdom t o  God to  be con ce ived ?  
I t  i s  c l e a r  t h a t  th e  theme o f the p a ssa g e  (8 :2 2 -3 0 )  i s  
the g re a t  age o f  Wisdom and, in  con seq u en ce, i t s  g r e a t  
v a lu e  . . . .  In  order to  emphasize t h i s  the author  
d e s c r ib e s  how Wisdom e x i s t e d  b e fo r e  a l l  o ther cr ea ted  
t h in g s .  But t h i s  does not n e c e s s a r i l y  im ply th a t  
Wisdom e x i s t e d  from the b eg in n in g , q u i t e  in d ep en d en tly  
o f  God. Wisdom i s  God's f i r s t  work; i t  was c r e a te d  
to  be h i s  a s s i s t a n t  a t  th e  c r e a t io n ,  and i s  th u s an 
independent b e in g  but as o r i g i n a l l y  n o th in g  but a 
q u a l i t y  o f  God m a n ife s t  in  th e  c r e a t io n .  In  o th er  words 
Wisdom i s  a h y p o s t a s i s (45 )
In th e  book o f  S ir a c h , Ringgren f in d s  th e  same r e l a t i o n  
between God and Vfisdom. Wisdom i s  "an e n t i t y  s e p a r a te  from 
God, over which he has com plete  c o n tr o l  and which he d is p o s e s
(44) R inggren , op. c i t . ,  p p .99-101
(45) I b i d . ,  p . 104
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of a t h i s  p le a s u r e ,  but which n e v e r th e le s s  i s  to  a c e r ta in
(46 )
ex ten t  d escr ib ed  a s  s e l f - e x i s t e n t  and se p a r a te  from him".
In th e  book o f  Baruch, Wisdom i s  n e i th e r  h y p o s ta t iz e d  nor
( 4 7 )
p e r s o n i f i e d ,  but i s  sim ply  i d e n t i f i e d  w ith  th e  law of God,
and, in  th e  Book o f  Wisdom, Ringgren f in d s  a r e l a t i o n  between
(48 )
God and Wisdom s im i la r  to  th a t  found in  P roverb s.
To sum up: we have as th e  o r ig in  o f p erso n a l Wisdom
a h y p o s t a t iz a t io n  o f  a d iv in e  fu n c t io n .  The hypo­
s t a s i s  has by and by developed  in t o  a p erson a l being  
in  a d o p tin g  t r a i t s  from Mespotamian or perhaps 
g e n e r a l  o r i e n t a l  and a n c ie n t  I s r a e l i t i c  m ythology.
In th e  book o f  S ir a c h , w r i t t e n  in  H e l l e n i s i t c  Egypt, 
we found the in f lu e n c e  o f  I s i s  propaganda. And in
the Book o f  Wisdom, which c la im s to  be more p h i lo s o p h ic ,
th ere  are t r a c e s  o f  Greek p h i lo s o p h y .(49/
In a l l  o f  R in g gren 's  s t u d ie s  one p o in t  emerges q u ite  s t r o n g ly ,  
v i z . .  Wisdom i s  c r e a te d  by God, dependent upon God f o r  i t s  
e x i s t e n c e ,  and ob ed ien t to  God's w i l l .  Wisdom, though sep a ra te  
from God, i s  n e i th e r  equal to  Him nor independent o f  Him,
Wisdom b eg in s  as a q u a l i t y  o f  God and ends as an hypo­
s t a t i z a t i o n  which i s  transcended  by the God who c a l l e d  i t  in t o  
b e in g .
4-6) R inggren, op. c i t . ,  p. 107
47) I b i d . ,  p p .1 1 4 f .
48) I b i d . , p p .115-119
( 4 9 ) I b i d . , p . 149
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Chapter 12
THE LOGOS 3D0GTHINE OF PHILO JHDEAUS
We have s e e n ,  th e n ,  how th e developm ent o f  th e  Jew ish  
id e a s  o f God's h y p o s ta t iz e d  Word and Wisdom prepared the  
way fo r  the Fourth E v a n g e l i s t ' s  d o c tr in e  o f  th e  L ogos. Now 
we tu rn  to  see  how H e l l e n i s t i c  p h ilo so p h y  combined w ith  
Jew ish  in f lu e n c e s  to  produce a s y n c r e t ic  Logos d o c tr in e .  The 
most thorough attem pt to  combine the Jew ish  id e a s  con cern in g  
God and c r e a t io n  w ith  th e  p h i lo s o p h ie s  o f  P la to n ism  and 
S to ic ism  was made by P h i lo  Judeaus; t h e r e f o r e ,  i t  i s  h is  
Logos d o c tr in e  th a t  we now i n v e s t i g a t e .  We s h a l l  e s p e c i a l l y  
concern o u r s e lv e s  w ith  th e  r e l a t i o n  o f  the Logos to  God, w ith  
the r e l a t i o n  o f  the Logos to  the w orld , and w ith  the fu n c t io n  
of th e  Logos; but we b eg in  by s e e in g  how th e  idea, o f 'Logos' 
i s  r e la t e d  to  th e  whole o f  P h i l o ' s  p h i lo s o p h ic a l  system .
H. A. W olfson , in  h i s  two volume work on P h i lo ,  contends:
The s t a r t i n g  p o in t  o f P h i l o ' s  p h ilo so p h y  i s  the  
th eo r y  o f  id e a s .  This th eory  was w ith  him a 
p h i lo s o p h ic  h e r i ta g e  from P la t o ,  and a cco rd in g  
to  h i s  own b e l i e f  . . .  a l s o  from J u d a is m .(D
( l )  W olfson, H. A . ,  P h i l o : Foundations of R e l ig io u s
P h ilo sop h y  in  Judaism ,
C h r i s t ia n i t y  arid I s la m , V ol. I ,
p. 200
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In  order to  s e e  P h i l o ' s  dependence upon and d iv erg en ce  
from P la t o n ic  th o u g h t , we quote ra th e r  f u l l y  an i l l u s t r a t i o n  
which he g iv e s  to  e x p la in  h i s  n o t io n  o f  ' i d e a s ' .
When any c i t y  i s  founded . . .  th en  i t  happens a t  t im es  
th a t  some man coming up who, from h i s  e d u c a t io n ,  i s  
s k i l f u l  in  a r c h i t e c t u r e ,  and h e , s e e in g  th e  advantageous  
c h a r a c te r  and beau ty  o f  th e  s i t u a t i o n ,  f i r s t  o f  a l l  
s k e tc h e s  out in  h i s  own mind n e a r ly  a l l  th e  p a r ts  o f  th e  
c i t y  which i s  about to  be com pleted . . . .  Then, h aving  
r e c e iv e d  in  h i s  own mind, as on a waxen t a b l e t ,  the  
form o f  each  b u i ld in g ,  he c a r r i e s  in  h i s  h ea rt  the image 
of a c i t y ,  p e r c e p t ib le  a s  y e t  on ly  by th e  i n t e l l e c t ,  
the images o f  which he s t i r s  up in  memory which i s  
in n a te  in  him, and, s t i l l  f u r t h e r ,  en grav in g  them in  
h is  mind l i k e  a good workman, k eep in g  h i s  ey es  f i x e d  on 
h is  m odel, he b eg in s  to  r a i s e  the c i t y  o f  s to n e s  and 
wood, making th e  c o r p o r e a l  su b sta n ces  to  resem ble each  
o f  th e  in c o r p o r e a l  id e a s .  Now we must form a somewhat 
s im i la r  o p in io n  o f  God, who, having determ ined to  found 
a m ighty  s t a t e ,  f i r s t  o f  a l l  co n ce iv ed  i t s  form in  h i s  
mind, a cco rd in g  t o  which form he made a world p e r c e p t ib le  
.only by the i n t e l l e c t ,  and then  com pleted  one v i s i b l e  to  
th e  e x te r n a l  s e n s e s  u s in g  the f i r s t  one a s  a model '
This i l l u s t r a t i o n  makes i t  c l e a r  th a t  P h i lo  i s  a f f e c t e d  by
P la to n ic  p h ilo so p h y , f o r  j u s t  as P la to  tau gh t a dualism  o f
e x i s t e n c e ,  i . e .  the e x i s t e n c e  n o t on ly  o f  th e  world in  which
men a c t u a l l y  l i v e ,  but a l s o  o f  an i n t e l l i g i b l e  world  o f
(5 )
r e a l i t y  o f  w h ich  the a c t u a l  w orld  i s  on ly  a ' c o p y ' , so  P h i lo  
speaks not o n ly  o f  the world  in  which we l i v e  but a l s o  o f  a
(4 )
kosmos n o e to s .  a world o f  th ou gh t, a world in  th e  mind o f  God.
P h i lo ,  'C r e a t io n * ,  i v
S c o t t ,  E. P. , 'Logos* in  D ic t io n a r y  o f  C h r ist  and the
G o sp e ls , V o l. I I ,  p . 50
(4) P h i lo ,  ' Creation*’, i v ,  v i ,  v i i
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However, we should  n ot assume th a t  P h i lo  s im ply  ta k e s  
over P l a t o ' s  c o n c e p t io n ,  fo r  th ere  are r e a l  d i f f e r e n c e s  in  
t h e i r  sy stem s. The major d i f f e r e n c e  i s  t h a t  o f  th e  n atu re  
o f  th e  id e a s ,  i . e .  w hether or not ' id e a s '  are c o - e t e r n a l  w ith  
God and s e l f - e x i s t e n t .  In  th e  Timaeus. when the world was 
c r ea ted  God looked  a t  a t e r n a l  ' id e a s '  and c r e a te d  a world  
l i k e  them. Thus, P la to  would seem t o  a l lo w  a c o n s id e r a b le  
independence to  th e  ' id e a s * .  On th e  other hand, P h i lo  ta k es  
a Jew ish  m o n o th e is t ic  p o s i t i o n .  The ' id e a s '  are not s e l f -  
e x i s t e n t ;  th e y  are dependent upon God fo r  t h e i r  e x i s t e n c e .
In th e  f i r s t  p la c e  t h e r e f o r e ,  from th e  model o f  th e  
world p e r c e p t ib le  o n ly  by i n t e l l e c t ,  th e  C reator  
made an in c o r p o r e a l  heaven, and an i n v i s i b l e  e a r th ,  
and the form o f  a i r  and o f  empty space . . . .  Then he 
c r e a te d  the in c o r p o r e a l  su b stan ce  o f  w ater  and o f  
a i r ,  and above a l l  he spread l i g h t ,  b e in g  th e  sev en th  
th in g  made; and t h i s  aga in  was in c o r p o r e a l ,  and a 
model o f  the sun , p e r c e p t ib le  on ly  to  i n t e l l e c t ,  and 
o f  a l l  th e  l i g h t  g iv in g  s t a r s ,  which are d e s t in e d  to  
stan d  to g e th e r  i n  h eaven .(5 /
The in c o r p o r e a l  w orld  th en  was a lr e a d y  com pleted ,  
having  i t s  s e a t  in  the D iv in e  Reason; and th e  w orld ,  
p e r c e p t ib le  by th e  e x te r n a l  s e n s e s ,  was made on the  
model o f  i t  . . . f
Thus, we conclude th a t  a fundam ental d i f f e r e n c e  e x i s t s  
between th e  p o s i t i o n s  o f  P la to  and P h i lo ,  inasmuch as P h i lo
5) P h i lo ,  ' C r e a t io n * , v i i
6) I b i d . , X
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con tend s th a t  th e  ' id e a s '  are c r e a te d  by God and are dependent  
upon Him.
P h i lo  a l s o  b a se s  h i s  th eo r y  o f  ' id e a s '  upon h i s  read in g  
o f  th e  Old Testam ent. The S ep tu a g in t  t r a n s l a t e s  Exodus 
33:18  as f o l lo w s :  "And thou s h a l t  make ev e r y th in g  fo r  me
accord in g  t o  what I  show th e e  on t h i s  mount, a ccord in g  t o  the  
p a tte r n  ( paradegma) o f  th e  ta b e r n a c le  and the p a t te r n  o f  th e  
v e s s e l s  t h e r e o f ,  even so  s h a l t  thou make i t . "  P h i l o ' s  
commentary on t h i s  p a ssa g e  shows th a t  he co n s id ered  th e  r ig h t  
u n d erstan d in g  o f  su ch  B i b l i c a l  s ta tem en ts  t o  be n o t  d is a g r e e ­
ab le  w ith  th e  P la to n ic  n o t io n  o f  ' i d e a s ' .
T herefore  Moses now determ ined to  b u i ld  a t a b e r n a c le ,  
a most h o ly  e d i f i c e ,  the fu r n itu r e  o f  w hich  he was 
in s t r u c te d  how to  supp ly  by p r e c is e  commands from 
God, g iv e n  t o  him w h ile  he was on th e  mount, 
co n tem p la t in g  w ith  h i s  s o u l  th e  in c o r p o r e a l  p a t te r n s  
o f  b o d ie s  which were about t o  be made p e r f e c t ,  in  due 
s im i l i t u d e  to w hich  he was bound to  make the f u r n i t u r e ,  
th a t  i t  might be an im i t a t io n  p e r c e p t ib le  by th e  
outward s e n s e s  o f an a rc h e ty p a l sk e tc h  and p a t te r n ,  
a p p r e c ia b le  on ly  by th e  i n t e l l e c t  . . . ( ? /
F u rth er , P h i lo  does not seem to  be a lone in  making such  
an i n t e r p r e t a t i o n ,  f o r  a cco rd in g  to an o ld  Jew ish  t r a d i t i o n  
an id e a l  ta b e r n a c le  e x i s t e d  b e fo r e  th e  w orld  was cr ea ted  
(Pesahim 54&; Nedarim 3 9 b ) ,  and an i d e a l  sa n ctu ary  was in  th e  
thought o f  God p r io r  to  c r e a t io n  (G enesis  Rabbah, 1 ,4^ .^
(7) P h i lo ,  'M o ses ' ,  I I I ,  i i i  
( s )  W olfson , op. c i t . ,  p p . l S l f .
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So i t  i s  th a t  P h i lo  co n s id ered  h is  n o t io n  o f  ' id e a s '  to  be 
founded not o n ly  on P la to n ic  p h ilo so p h y  but a l s o  on B i b l i c a l  
e x e g e s i s .
B efore  we le a v e  P h i l o ' s  treatm ent o f ' id ea s*  and c o n s id e r
t h e i r  r e l a t i o n  to  th e  Logos, l e t  us n o te  W olfson 's  p o s i t i o n
co n cern in g  th e  s ta g e s  o f th e  ' i d e a s ' .  He says th a t  most
P h i lo n ic  s c h o la r s  s e e  two s t a g e s  o n ly ,  i . e .  ' i d e a s ’ as th e
thought o f  God and as immanent. However, W olfson argues th a t
P h i lo  puts f o r t h  th re e  s ta g e s  -  ( l )  ' id e a s '  in  God's mind as
a p rop erty  o f  God and as such  are s a id  to  be u ncreated  and o f
God's e s s e n c e ,  (2 )  ' i d e a s '  made a c t u a l l y  to  e x i s t  as p a t t e r n s ,
as th e  kosmos n o e to s  » and as such are c r e a te d  by God, (3 )  ' id eas*
(9 )
as immanent in  the w orld . I t  may be tr u e  th a t  W olfson f a i l s  to  
prove th e  a c t u a l  e x i s t e n c e  o f  th e  second s t a g e ,  but words l ik e  
'made' and 'c r e a te d '  r e f e r r in g  to the in c o r p o r e a l  world g iv e  
fo r c e  to  W olfson 's  d i s t i n c t i o n  between ' id e a s '  as a p rop erty  o f  
God and ' id e a s '  as the kosmos n o e t o s . At any r a t e ,  s in c e  th e se  
' s t a g e s '  are more p ro p er ly  'moments' o f  one a c t io n ,  th er e  would  
appear t o  be no o b je c t io n  t o  fo l lo w in g  W o lfso n 's  th r e e fo ld  
d i v i s i o n  where i t  i s  h e l p f u l .
( 9 )  W o l f s o n ,  o p .  c i t . ,  p p . 2 3 9 ;  2 8 9
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We bave co n s id ered  P h i l o ' s  n o t io n  o f  ' id e a s '  not on ly  
because i t  i s  c e n t r a l  to  h i s  system  but a l s o  because he 
i d e n t i f i e s  ' id e a s '  w ith  th e  Logos. T his i d e n t i f i c a t i o n  i s  
q u ite  e x p l i c i t  in  a passage which fo l lo w s  h i s  i l l u s t r a t i o n  
o f  the a r c h i t e c t ' s  c o n ce p t io n  o f  the p lan  o f  a c i t y .
And i f  any one were t o  d e s ir e  to  use more u n d isg u ise d  
term s, he would not c a l l  th e  w orld , w hich  i s  p e r c e p t ib le  
o n ly  to  th e  i n t e l l e c t ,  any th in g  e l s e  but the rea so n  
o f  God, a lrea d y  occup ied  in  th e  c r e a t io n  o f  th e  world; 
f o r  n e i th e r  i s  a c i t y ,  w h i le  on ly  p e r c e p t ib le  to  th e  
i n t e l l e c t ,  any th in g  e l s e  but the r e a so n  o f  the  
a r c h i t e c t ,  who i s  a lrea d y  d e s ig n in g  to b u i ld  one 
p e r c e p t ib le  t o  th e  e x t e r n a l  s e n s e s ,  on the model o f  
th a t  vèiich i s  o n ly  so to  th e  i n t e l l e c t
I t  i s  m a n ife s t  a ls o ,  th a t  th e  a r c h e ty p a l  s e a l ,  which  
we c a l l  th a t  world  which i s  p e r c e p t ib le  on ly  to  the  
i n t e l l e c t ,  must i t s e l f  be the a r c h e ty p a l  m odel, th e  
id e a  o f  id e a s ,  the Reason o f  God."1 ;
However, having  sa id  t h i s ,  we have not ex p la in ed  P h i lo ' s  
d o c tr in e  o f  the Logos, f o r  the s ta g e s  o f  th e  ' id e a s '  and the  
r e s u l t i n g  am biguity  o f  th e  term ' id ea ' a t te n d  the term ' lo g o s '  
Thus i t  i s  th a t  we must now c o n s id e r  th e  r e l a t i o n  o f  the Logos 
to  God and to  th e  w orld . T his ta s k  i s  made d i f f i c u l t  by the  
la c k  o f  p r e c i s i o n  w ith  which P h i lo  u se s  the term ' lo g o s '  or 
'rea so n ' or ' law' or 'w o r d ', f o r  one i s  n o t always sure as to
| l O j  P h i l o ,  ' C r e a t i o n ' ,  v i
I b i d . , v i
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whet her P h i lo  i s  r e f e r r in g  to  th e  Logos as  th e  mind o f  God 
or as th e  kosmos n o e t o s , or as the immanent lo g o s .  We now 
purpose, t h e r e f o r e ,  t o  expound as c l e a r l y  as p o s s ib l e  P h i lo ' s  
p o s i t i o n ,  c o n s id e r in g  a t  a l a t e r  time how h i s  Logos d o c tr in e  
a f f e c t s  the id e a  o f  God's tra n scen d en ce .
The r e l a t i o n  o f  the Logos to  God i s ,  a t  l e a s t ,  tw o fo ld  
in  th e  thought o f  P h i lo .  In the f i r s t  p l a c e , the Logos seems 
to  be i d e n t i c a l  to  th e  mind o f  God, inasmuch as th e  Logos i s  
the Reason o f  God, ju s t  as th e  rea so n  o f  the a r c h i t e c t  i s  th e  
id e a  o f  the c i t y ,  b e fo r e  t h i s  id e a  i s  c r y s t a l i z e d .  Thus, 
W olfson co n c lu d es;
The L ogos, t h e r e f o r e ,  a s  th e  mind o f God and a s  the  
p la c e  o f  the id e a s  from e t e r n i t y ,  s t a r t s  on i t s  
c a r e e r  a s  som eth in g  i d e n t i c a l  w ith  th e  e s s e n c e  of 
God .0-2)
In  t h i s  sen se  th e  Logos i s  s a id  to  be a p ro p er ty  o f  God 
and, in  com parison w ith  th e  kosmos n o e to s  and the immanent 
Logos, i s  termed u n crea ted .
The second s ta g e  o f ,  or moment in ,  th e  Logos seems to  be 
o th er  than the a c t u a l  mind o f  God, o th er  than  i d e n t i c a l  w ith  
God's e s s e n c e .  We s h a l l  r e f e r  to  t h i s  moment a s  the kosmos 
n o e t o s , th e  world o f  id e a s  as a c t u a l l y  thought by God. We
( 1 2 )  W o l f s o n ,  o p . c i t . , p . 2 3 1
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have a lr e a d y  seen  th a t  W olfson in t e r p r e t s  P h i lo  as h o ld in g  
th a t  th e s e  id e a s  a c t u a l l y  e x i s t ,  and we have n oted  th a t  P h i lo  
does speak  o f  them as 'made' and 'c r e a te d * .  Now we must n ote  
th e  r e l a t i o n  o f  th e  kosmos n o e to s  to  God and to  th e  v i s i b l e  
w orld .
But the shadow o f  God i s  h i s  word, which he used  
l i k e  an in stru m en t when he was making the w orld .
And t h i s  shadow, and, as  i t  w ere , m odel, i s  the  
arch etyp e  o f  other t h in g s .  For, as  God i s  h im se lf  
th e  model o f  t h a t  image which he has now c a l l e d  a 
shadow, so a l s o  th a t  image i s  the m odel o f  o ther  
t h i n g s ,  as he showed when he commenced g iv in g  the  
law to  th e  I s r a e l i t e s  and s a id ,  "And God made man 
a cco rd in g  to th e  image o f  God." (Gen. 1 :2 6 )  as th e  
image was modeled accord in g  to  God, and a s  man was 
modeled acco rd in g  to  th e  image, w hich  thus r e c e iv e d  
th e  power and ch a ra c te r  o f  th e  m odel . *
This passage p o in t s  to  th e  tw o fo ld  r e l a t i o n  o f  th e  kosmos
n o e t o s : ( l )  P h i lo  makes i t  q u ite  c le a r  th a t  th e  Word as
kosmos n o e to s  i s  n o t  t o  be equated w ith  God. R ather, i t  i s
God's shadow, th e  image o f God which i s  c r e a te d  by Him.
. . .  fo r  the word o f  God i s  over a l l  th e  w orld , and i s  
th e  most a n c ie n t , ,  md the most u n iv e r s a l  o f a l l  th in g s  
th a t  are c r e a te d  .(^4/
(2 )  As r e la t e d  to  th e  v i s i b l e  w orld , however, th e
kosmos n o e to s  i s  i t s e l f  th e  model and may be termed 'u n crea ted '
in  th e  sen se  t h a t  i t  does not e x i s t  as something p e r c e p t ib le  to
th e  s e n s e s .  I t  i s  r e fe r r e d  to  as ' . . .  th e  i n v i s i b l e ,  and
(13) P h i lo ,  'A l l e g o r i e s  o f  the Sacred l a w s ' .  I I I ,  x x x i
(14) I b i d . ,  I l l ,  I x i
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s h a p e le s s ,  and in c o r p o r e a l  w orld , the e s se n c e  which i s  th e
(15 )
model of a l l  e x i s t i n g  th in g s
Another e x p r e s s io n  which P h i lo  employs to  show th e  
r e l a t i o n  o f  the kosmos n o e to s  both t o  God and the v i s i b l e  
world i s  th a t  o f  'younger and o ld er  sons o f  God',
. . .  f o r  t h i s  world i s  a younger son o f  God, inasmuch  
as i t  i s  p e r c e p t ib le  by th e  outward se n se ;  fo r  the  
on ly  son he speaks o f  as o ld er  than th e  w orld , i s  
id e a ^ , and t h i s  i s  not p e r c e p t ib le  by th e  i n t e l l e c t ;  
but h a v in g  thought th e  o th er  worthy of th e  r ig h t  o f  
prim ogeniture^ he has d ecid ed  th a t  i t  s h a l l  remain  
w ith  him • .  • )
u s in g  an in c o r p o r e a l  model formed as  fa r  as 
p o s s ib le  on th e  image o f  God, He (God) might th en  
make t h i s  c o r p o r e a l  w o r ld , a younger l i k e n e s s  o f  
th e  e ld e r  c r e a t io n  . . .
We s e e ,  th en , th a t  i n  r e l a t i o n  t o  God b oth  th e  v i s i b l e  
world and th e  kosmos n o e to s  are c r e a te d  God, are ' sons o f  
God'; but th e  kosmos n oetoe  i s  t h e ' e ld e r  son o f  G od', the  
f i r s t  o f  a l l  c r e a te d  t h in g s ,  o r ,  one might say  more c o r r e c t l y ,  
th a t  w hich  was b e fo r e  c r e a t io n  s in c e  i t  p reced es  a l l  e n t i t i e s  
v i s i b l e  to  s e n s i b l e  p e r c e p t io n .
We make a n e c e s sa r y  t r a n s i t i o n  t o  th e  t h ir d  moment in  
th e  Logos when we c o n s id e r  the 'ideas*  (which make up th e  
kosmos n o e t o s ) as 'p o w e r s ' .  F u rth er , i t  i s  in  t r e a t in g  the
( 1 5 ) P h i lo ,  'M o ses ' ,  I ,  x x v i i i
* Reading ' id ea '  fo r  oocAvct
(16) P h i lo ,  'On th e  U nchangeableness o f  God*, v i
( 1 7 ) P h i lo ,  ' C r e a t io n ' , i v
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' id e a s '  as 'powers' th a t  we encounter th e  fu n c t io n  o f  th e  
Logos in  c r e a t io n  and p ro v id en ce . The Logos as ' pow ers' 
c o n c e iv e s  o f c r e a t io n  not m erely  as  b e in g  a f t e r  a p a t t e r n ,  
but somehow as th e  p a t te r n s  th em se lv es  e n te r in g  in to  m a tter .  
Thus, th e  ' id e a s '  are p a t te r n s  but not ju s t  p a s s iv e  m odels.
In a sen se  th ey  'make' v i s i b l e  o b j e c t s .
For as a l l  th in g s  endowed w ith  d i s t i n c t i v e  q u a l i t i e s  
are by nature l i a b l e  to  o r ig in a t io n  and d e s t r u c t io n ,  
so th o se  a r c h e ty p a l  pow ers, which are th e  makers 
o f  th o se  p a r t i c u la r  t h in g s ,  have r e c e iv e d  .an 
im p er ish a b le  in h e r i ta n c e  in  t h e i r  turn.d®  )
To a c e r t a in  e x te n t  the d i s t i n c t i o n  we p o in t  out here
corresponds to  th e  S to ic  d i s t i n c t i o n  between lo g o s  e n d ia th e to s
and lo g o s  n ro p h o r ik o s . The f i r s t  term r e f e r s  t o  the thought
or re a so n  th a t  l i e s  behind a word; whereas the second term
r e f e r s  to  the thought as a c t u a l l y  ex p ressed  so th a t  th e  reason
(19 )
behind th e  e x p r e s s io n  becomes m a n ife s t  in  i t .  In a s im i la r  
way P h i lo  p o in t s  out the dual nature of th e  lo g o s  as p a t te r n s  
or images a f t e r  w hich  the world i s  c r e a te d ,  i , e .  the reason  
behind th e  w orld , and as 'powers' which e n te r  in t o  th e  world  
and by which th e  world i s  made r a t io n a l ,  i . e .  th e  lo g o s  as
(18) P h i lo ,  'Of Cain and H is Birth* , xv
(19) Dodd, 0. H . , The I n t e r p r e t a t io n  o f  th e Fourth G ospel,
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immanent and m a n ife s t  i n  th e  w orld .
A ccord ing  to  th e  p h y s ic a l  laws fo l lo w e d  by P h i lo ,  th e
u n iv e r se  i s  composed o f  fou r  e le m e n ts -  e a r th ,  w a ter , a i r  and 
( 2 0 )
f i r e .  So i t  i s  th a t  c r e a t io n  by the Logos i s  co n ce iv e d  o f  as  
the o rd er in g  of th e s e  e lem en ts  a f t e r  th e  ' id e a s '  o f  God's
W T
Reason and ^  t h e s e  same ' i d e a s ' .
And th e  m ost a n c ie n t  word o f  the l i v i n g  God i s  
c lo th e d  w ith  th e  word as w ith  a garm ent, fo r  i t  
has put on e a r th ,  and w ater , and a i r ,  and f i r e ,  (22 ) 
and th e  th in g s  which proceed from th e s e  e lem en ts .
W olfson e x p r e s s e s  th e  r e l a t i o n  o f  th e  kosmos n o e to s  and 
the immanent Logos as f o l lo w s :
. . .  w ith  r e fe r e n c e  t o  th e  Logos in  th e  second s t a g e ,  
th e  w orld  i s  s a id  to  be an im i t a t io n  (mimema) o f  i t ;  
w ith  r e fe r e n c e  to  . i t s  th ir d  s t a g e ,  th e  world i s  sa id  
t o  be i t s  r a im e n t )^ ^
P h i l o ' s  treatm ent o f  the immanent Logos marks a d eparture  
from P la to n ism  and shows a d e f i n i t e  a f f i n i t y  to S to ic ism ;  
t h e r e f o r e ,  we le a v e  P h i l o ' s  works fo r  a moment and lo o k  a t  th e  
S to ic  co n cep ts  o f n atu re  and God.
(20) o f .  P h i lo ,  " A lle g o r ie s  o f th e  Sacred Laws', I I I , x x x i i i ;
'On the P la n t in g  o f  N oah', i i ;  'On F u g i t i v e s ' , 
XX; 'M o se s ' , I I I ,  x x x i;  'On th e  Ten 
Commandments*, x i i
(21 ) c f .  P h i lo ,  'On Those Who O ffer  S a c r i f i c e s ' , x i i i
(22) P h i lo ,  'On F u g i t i v e s ' ,  xx
(23) W olfson, o p .c i t .  p . 332
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• th e  S t o ic s  d id  not th in k  o f  God and th e  world  
as d i f f e r e n t  b e in g s  . . . .  The world i s  th e  sum o f  
a l l  r e a l  e x i s t e n c e ,  and a l l  r e a l  e x i s t e n c e  i s  
o r i g i n a l l y  con ta in ed  in  God, who i s  a t  once the  
u n iv e r s a l  m atter  and th e  c r e a t iv e  fo r c e  which  
fa s h io n s  m atter in to  th e  p a r t ic u la r  m a te r ia ls  of  
which th in g s  are made . . . .  In p o in t  o f  B e in g , God 
and the world are the same, th e  two c o n ce p t io n s  
b e in g  d e c la r e d  by th e  S t o i c s  to be a b s o lu t e ly
i d e n t i c a l . (*^ 4 )
The S t o i c s  ex p la in e d  t h e i r  i d e n t i f i c a t i o n  o f  God and 
th e  world in  t h e i r  n a tu r a l  laws which co n ce iv e d  o f  th e
(25 )
Primary F ir e  becoming 'heavy* and thus form ing the w orld .
(26 )
There i s  no d i f f e r e n c e  between God and o r i g i n a l  m a tte r ,  fo r
a lth ou gh  in  becoming heavy o r i g i n a l  m atter  (or  f o r c e ,  re a so n ,
f i r e )  became th e  world and cea sed  to  be God as  o r ig i n a l  Being
(27)
i t  remained God in  a d e r iv a t iv e  s e n s e .  As a r e s u l t  o f more
and more o r i g i n a l  m atter  becoming heavy and, a s  i t  w er e ,
b e in g  consumed, a t  the end o f  the p r e se n t  cou rse  of th in g s  a
g r e a t  c o n f la g r a t io n  of th e  world w i l l  occur and a l l  th in g s
which are on ly  p a r ts  o f  God in  a d e r iv a t iv e  sen se  w i l l  c e a se
to e x i s t  and God a s  pure D e ity  or Primary F ir e  alone w i l l  
(28)
rem ain. Then, the p r o c e s s e s  o f  c r e a t io n  by Primary F ir e
becoming heavy and of d e s t r u c t io n  by c o n f la g r a t io n  and re tu rn
(29)
to  pure D e ity  w i l l  be re p e a ted  in  an e n d le s s  c y c l e .  Thus, as  
regard s th e  r e l a t i o n  o f  God and th e  w o r ld , Edwyn Be van 
con clu d es  ;
t o i c s , E p ic u r e a n s  and B c e p t i c s . p . 14924) Z e l le r , E . , The
25) I b i d . , p .  153
26) I b i d . , p .  148
27) I b i d . , p . 151
28) I b id .  , p p . l 5 5 f .
29) I b i d . , P P .1 5 7 f .
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For him (Zeno) . . .  the whole U n iverse  was on ly  one 
S u b stan ce , or P h y s i s . in  v a r io u s  s t a t e s ,  and th a t  
one su b stan ce  was Reason, was God . . . .  P la ton ism  
had banished  God from the m a te r ia l  w o r ld , had 
l e f t  i t  a dark mass from which th e  Soul must detach  
i t s e l f  i f  i t  would f in d  Him, and y e t  t h i s  i s  the  
world w hich e n c lo s e s  us on every  s i d e ,  w ith  which  
we have p r im a r ily  to  do. Zeno came, as i t  w ere , to  
men ask in g  where th ey  cou ld  f in d  God and s tr u c k  h i s  
hand upon the s o l i d  e a r th  and answered 'H ere*. There 
was n o th in g  which was n o t ,  in  i t s  u l t im a te  o r ig in ,
God; i t  was He in  whom man l i v e d  and moved and had 
h i s  being  .(50)
We sh ou ld  a l s o  n o te  th e  S to ic  id ea  o f  in te r m in g lin g  o f
(31)
m a te r ia l s .  Whatever i s  r e a l  must be m a te r ia l ,  so the  
r e l a t i o n  o f  a t t r i b u t e s  t o  t h e i r  o b je c t s  and o f  th e  so u l  t o  i t s  
body must be one o f  mutual in te r m in g l in g .  In  such a p ro cess  one 
body in te r p e n e t r a te s  another not ju s t  in  i t s  vacant sp a ces  but 
in  a l l  i t s  p a r ts  "without however b e in g  fu sed  in to  a homo­
geneous mass w ith  i t " ,  i . e .  every  part o f  one body i s  i n t e r ­
p en etra ted  by an o th er , but t h i s  m ixture does n o t  p r o h ib i t  each
02  )
body r e t a in in g  i t s  own p r o p e r t ie s .  This a l lo w s  what Z e l le r  
c a l l s  a new form o f  id e a l ism  in  S to ic  m a te r ia l is m .
P la to  had s a i d ,  a man i s  ju st  and m u sica l when he 
p a r t i c ip a t e s  in  the id e a  o f  j u s t i c e  and m usic; 
th e  S t o i c s  s a id ,  a man i s  v ir tu o u s  when the  
m a te r ia l  producing v ir t u e  i s  in  him; m u sica l when
30) Bevan, Edwyn, S t o ic s  and S c e p t i c s , p . 41
31) Z e l l e r ,  op. c i t . ,  p p . l 2 0 f f .
32) I b i d . ,  p p . l 5 1 f .
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he has th e  m a te r ia l  producing  m u s i c ^
Thus, a cco rd in g  to  th e  S t o i c s ,  God and th e  so u l are both
m a te r ia l ,  and God i s  in  the w orld , j u s t  as  th e  s o u l  i s  in  the
body, by mutual in te r m in g l in g .  F u rth er , a lth o u g h  th e  S t o ic s
did  not th in k  o f  God and th e  world as d i f f e r e n t  b e in g s ,  th ey
d id  d i s t in g u i s h  between Pure D e ity  and d e r iv a t iv e  d e i t y ,  i . e .
(3 4 )
ev e ry th in g  was n ot e q u a l ly  d iv in e .  However, i t  i s  b ecau se
of th e  id ea  o f  mutual in te r m in g l in g ,  and, as regard s B e in g ,
(35)
the i d e n t i f i c a t i o n  o f  God and the world th a t  Be van can say:
. . .  i t  was one o f  the th in g s  most i n s i s t e d  upon in  
S to ic ism  th a t  the r e a so n  in  the in d iv id u a l  b r e a s t  
was homogeneous w ith ,  o f  one su b sta n ce  w ith ,  th e  
Supreme Reason i n  th e  U niverse  .(3 /^
And a g a in ,
Every movement in  th e  world was as much th e  e x p r e ss io n  
o f  a Supreme Purpose as th e  v o lu n ta r y  movements o f an 
animal were o f  i t s  in d iv id u a l  purpose.(3^/
However, ju s t  a s  P h i l o ' s  d o c tr in e  o f  th e  Logos d i f f e r s  
from th e  P la to n ic  co n ce p t io n  o f  ' i d e a s ' ,  so to o  P h i lo ' s
3 3 ) t e l l e r , op . c i t . ,  p . 125
3 4 ) Be van, op. c i t . ,  p . 43 
v35) Z e l l e r ,  op. c i t . ,  p . 149
(3 6 ) Bevan, op. c i t . , p p .4 8 f
(37) I b i d . ,  p . 44
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te a c h in g  o f  th e  immanent Logos d i f f e r s  from th e  p o s i t i o n  o f  
the S t o i c s .  The S t o i c s  were p r im a r ily  concerned to a ff ir m  th e  
r a t i o n a l i t y  o f  th e  w orld  and saw no cause t o  co n c e iv e  o f  the  
Reason immanent in  th e  w orld  as b e in g  su b ord in a te  to God.
To th e  S t o i c s  the e t e r n a l  Reason was i t s e l f  an 
u lt im a te  p r i n c i p l e ,  and the n e c e s s i t y  was not  
f e l t  t o  e x p la in  i t  as th e  rea so n  o f  God. The 
d o c tr in e  o f  the Logos may, in d eed , be regarded  
as an a ttem p t, more or l e s s  c o n s c io u s ,  t o  (38) 
esca p e  from th e b e l i e f  in  a d iv in e  C reator .
On th e  o th er  hand, P h ilo  i s  q u i te  c l e a r  th a t  God i s  not
j u s t  another name fo r  the r a t io n a l  order i n  th e  u n iv e r s e .  J u st
as the * id e a s  ' are  dependent upon God, so  to o  the immanent lo g o s
i s  dependent upon God. God i s  the c r e a to r  o f  b o th  the 'o ld e r
and the younger' s o n s ,  both th e  kosmos n o e to s  and th e  immanent
lo g o s .  Indeed , P h i lo  s p e c i f i c a l l y  r e j e c t s  th e  p o s i t i o n  o f  " . . .
a man . . .  b e l i e v i n g  th a t  ev ery  th in g  i s  c r e a te d  from the w orld ,
and a g a in  i s  d i s s o lv e d  in to  th e  w orld , but th in k in g  th a t  n oth in g
(39 )
has been cr ea te d  by God, b e in g  a fo l lo w e r  o f  H e r a c l i tu s . . . ' .*
P h i lo  makes i t  p l a in  a t  th e  very  b eg in n in g  o f  h is  t r e a t i s e  on 
th e  C rea tion  o f  th e  World th a t  he c o n s id e r s  i t  to  be a grave  
erro r  when men s to p  sh ort a t  the r a t io n a l  order e x h ib it e d  in  
th e  world  and f a i l  to  a s c r ib e  such  rea so n  t o  God.
(38) S c o t t ,  op. c i t . ,  p . 50
(39) P h i lo ,  'A l l e g o r i e s  of th e  Sacred Laws', I I I ,  i i i
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I t  i s  th en  a p e r n ic io u s  d o c tr in e ,  and one fo r  which  
no one should  contend , to  e s t a b l i s h  a system  in  t h i s  
w orld , such as anarchy i s  in  a c i t y ,  so  th a t  i t  
should  have no su p e r in te n d e n t , or r e g u la t o r ,  or ju d g e ,  
by whom e v e r y th in g  must be managed and g o v e r n e d /
F u r th e r , whereas the S t o ic s  co n s id e red  th e  Logos to  be
m a te r ia l  and to  be in  the w orld  by an in te r m in g l in g  w ith  m a tter ,
P h i lo  con ten d s th a t  the Logos i s  im m ateria l and r e s id e s  in  the
world a s  th e  im m ater ia l s o u l  r e s id e s  in  th e  body. By t h i s
a n a log y , which  i s  tak en  from P la t o ,  P h i lo  s e e k s  to  m a in ta in
th a t  th e  Logos i s  not some m a te r ia l  mixed w ith  the fo u r
elem en ts  o f  a i r ,  f i r e ,  w a te r ,  and e a r th ,  but th a t  as th e  sou l
i s  th a t  which orders th e  l i f e  o f  a man, so th e  Logos i s  th a t
(41)
which ord ers th e  fo u r  p h y s ic a l  e lem en ts .
. . .  but he (G-od) c r e a te d  them (m a te r ia l  t h in g s )  by 
th e  agency o f  h i s  in c o r p o r e a l  powers, o f  which the  
proper name i s  id e a s ,  which he so ex e r ted  th a t  
every  genus r e c e iv e d  i t s  proper f o r m ! 4^  ^ /
P erhap s, a t  t h i s  p o in t ,  a diagram would make c l e a r e r  th e  
r e l a t i o n s  to  each other o f  the Logos as th e  thought o f God, th e  
Logos as th e  kosmos no e t o s , and the immanent lo g o s . .  ^, . . . ,
—
( 4 0 )  P h i l o ,  * C rea t io n * ,  i i
(41) W olfson, op. c i t . ,  p p .3 2 5 f f .
( 4 2 )  P h i l o ,  * On Those Wh.o O ffer  S a c r i f i c e s * ,  x i i i
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Or, i f  one does not w ish  to f o l lo w  W olfson in  con ten d in g  
fo r  the a c t u a l  e x i s t e n c e  o f  a kosmos n o e to s  o u ts id e  G-od’ s 
mind, th en  our diagram would look  l i k e  t h i s  :
XT XT XT C K'X"
( f f (y I I ojO ê y
f  Y^yc K y K'x'/-yy
()- .o<^ oi o-S
6 f
' ) 4 ^  JnQ f
y
,  /.(ivos CK.^  rfjê,
^  « , w ÙQ'
ISTow th a t  we have some id ea  o f  th e  moments o f  th e  lo g o s  
and have n o ted  t h e i r  i n t e r r e l a t i o n s  and t h e i r  r e l a t i o n s  to  
God, l e t  us lo o k  more c l o s e l y  a t  the fu n c t io n s  o f  the Logos. 
There can be no doubt but î.th a t  P h i lo  saw the Logos as
p o s s e s s in g  a c r e a t iv e  fu n c t io n .  We have seen  th a t  the v i s i b l e
world i s  made in  th e  l i k e n e s s  o f  and by th e  L ogos.
But th e  shadow o f  God i s  His word, which he used l i k e  
an in stru m en t when he was malcing the world
. . .  by means o f  th e  word o f  th e  Cause o f  ,a l l  t h in g s ,
by whom th e  world was made. (L eut. 34:5)'^^^
43) P h i lo ,  * The A l l e g o r i e s  o f  th e  Sacred Laws*, I I I ,  x x x i
44) P h i lo ,  * S a c r i f i c e s  o f  Abel and C ain*, i i i
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A gain , i t  i s  q u ite  c l e a r  th a t  the Logos f u l f i l l s  a 
s u s ta in in g  f u n c t io n ,  i . e .  i t  governs the u n iv e r s e .  In  t h i s
( 4 5 )
r e s p e c t  th e  Logos i s  d escr ih ed  as ’ a good governor and p i l o t ’ ,
(46 )
* th e  helmsman and governor o f  th e  u n iv e r s e ’ , and ’ th a t  which
(47)
h o ld s  to g e th e r  and r e g u la t e s  the u n iv e r s e ’ . Indeed, P h i lo  
says q u ite  s t r a ig h t fo r w a r d ly  t h a t ,
. . .  he (God) r e g u la t e s  th e  nature of th e  h eaven , and 
th e  p e r i o d i c a l  r e v o lu t io n s  o f  th e  sun and moon, and 
th e  v a r ia t io n s  and harmonious movements o f  th e  o th er  
s t a r s ,  r u l i n g  them a ccord in g  to  law and j u s t i c e  ; 
a p p o in t in g  as  t h e i r  immediate superinten< ient, h i s  
own r ig h t  r e a so n , h i s  f i r s t - b o r n  son . . . ^ 4 8 )
When we a sk  how th e  Logos governs and m ain ta in s  th e  
u n iv e r s e ,  P h i lo  g iv e s  what appears to  be an eager  e x p la n a t io n ,  
s in c e  he w r i t e s  the same answer a lm ost word fo r  word more than  
o n ce .
But i t  i s  th e  e t e r n a l  law  of the e v e r la s t in g  God which  
i s  the most su pp ortin g  firm  fo u n d a t io n  o f  th e  u n iv e r s e .  
T his i t  i s  w h ich , b e in g  extended from th e  c e n tr e  to  
the b o rd ers , and a g a in  from th e  e x t r e m i t i e s  to  th e  
c e n t r e ,  runs through  th e  whole unsubdued cou rse  o f  
n a tu r e ,  c o l l e c t i n g  a l l  th e  p a r ts  and b in d in g  them
(4 5 ) P h i l o ,
(46 ) P h i lo ,
(47 ) P h i l o ,
(48) P h i lo ,
’M oses’ , I I I ,  x i v
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f ir m ly  to g e th e r ;  fo r  th e  fa th e r  who c r e a te d  them 
has made i t  the i n d i s s o lu b le  bond o f  th e  u n iv e r s e ,
Very n a t u r a l ly  and a p p r o p r ia te ly  t h e r e f o r e ,  a l l  
e a r th  w i l l  n o t be d i s s o lv e d  by a l l  w ater  nor 
w i l l  f i r e  be e x t in g u ish e d  by a i r ,  nor a g a in  w i l l  
a i r  be burnt up by f i r e , s in c e  th e  d iv in e  law  
e s t a b l i s h e s  i t s e l f  as a boundary to  a l l  th e s e  
e lem en ts ,  l i k e  a vowel among co n so n a n ts , so th a t  
the u n iv e r se  may, as i t  were, be harmonious in  
c o n ce r t  w ith  th e  music exp ressed  by l e t t e r s  ; 
p e r su a s io n , by i t s  own a u th o r i ty ,  p u t t in g  an end 
to  the th r e a te n in g  c o n f l i c t s  o f  co n tra ry  n a tu r e s ^49)
What seems to  be a s s e r t e d  here i s  th a t  s in c e  God not on ly  
crea ted  th e  u n iv e r se  a f t e r  the form o f  Reason but a ls o  by means 
of Reason, th e  r a t io n a l  order of the u n iv e r s e  m ain ta in s  and 
governs i t .  This mode o f  e x p r e s s io n ,  th e n ,  g iv e s  r i s e  to  th e  
q u e st io n :  A ccord ing to  P h i lo ,  i s  i t  God who c r e a t e s  and
governs th e  w orld , or i s  th e  Logos an in term ed ia r y , a b e in g  
who, s ta n d in g  between God and th e  w orld , c r e a te s  and governs  
th e  world fo r  God, in s te a d  o f  God? At l e a s t  one w r i t e r  has  
a s s e r te d  th e  l a t t e r  answer.
P h i l o ’ s problem was o f  th e  p h i lo so p h ic  order; God 
and man are i n f i n i t e l y  d is t a n t  from each o th e r ,  and 
i t  i s  n e c e s sa r y  to  e s t a b l i s h  between them r e la t io n s  
o f  a c t io n  and prayer; th e  Logos i s  here th e  i n t e r ­
mediary . . .  through i t  God c r ea ted  th e  world  and 
governs i t ;  through i t  alsq^men know God and pray  
to  Him. (Le Cherub., 1 2 5 A
(49) P h i lo ,  ’About the P la n t in g  o f  Roah’ , i i ;  c f .
’ On th e  World* , i i
(50 ) L ebreton , J . , ’L ogos’ , in  The C a th o lic  E n c y c lo p ed ia :
An I n te r n a t io n a l  Work of R eference On 
The C o n s t i tu t io n ,  L octr in e ','"L is c ip l ' in e , 
and H is to r y  o f  th e  U ath d iic  unurohÿ V o l.IX ,  
p T ^ -------------------------------------------------- — -----------
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Such a c o n c lu s io n  i s  n o t  w ithout su p p o rt , f o r  some 
p a ssa g es  in  P h i l o ’ s w r i t in g s  do indeed  appear to  d e p ic t  God 
as b e in g  so a l o o f  as to  be unable to d e a l  w ith  the world  
d i r e c t l y ,  e s p e c i a l l y  as regard s m a tters  o f  e v i l  and punishment. 
Consider th e  fo l lo w in g  in s t a n c e s .
How i t  was a v e r y  a p p ro p r ia te  ta s k  fo r  God the  
Father o f a l l  t o  c r e a te  by h im s e lf  a lo n e ,  th o se  
th in g s  which were w h o lly  good, on account o f  
t h e i r  kindred w ith  h im s e l f  . . . .  To c r e a te  the  
b e in g s  o f  a mixed natu re  ( o f  v ir t u e  and v i c e ) ,  
was p a r t ly  c o n s i s t e n t  and p a r t ly  in c o n s i s t e n t  
w ith  h i s  d ig n i ty  . . .  .C l)
I t  i s  on t h i s  account t h a t  Moses s a y s ,  a t  the  
c r e a t io n  o f  man a lon e  God s a id ,  " le t  u s  make 
man", #L ich  e x p r e s s io n  shows an assum ption o f  
oth er  b e in g s  to  h im s e l f  as a s s i s t a n t s ,  in  
order th a t  God, the governor o f  a l l  t h i n g s ,  
m ight have a l l  th e  b la m e le ss  in t e n t io n s  and 
a c t io n s  of man, when he does r ig h t  a t t r ib u te d  
to  him; and th a t  h i s  other a s s i s t a n t s  might 
bear th e  im p u ta tion  o f  h i s  con trary  a c t io n s  .(52)
For i t  i s  out o f  th a t  e ssen ce  (m atter d evo id  
o f  q u a l i t i e s )  th a t  God c r ea ted  e v e r y th in g ,  
w ith o u t indeed  to u ch in g  i t  h im s e l f ,  f o r  i t  was 
n ot la w fu l  f o r  the a l l - w i s e  and a l l - b l e s s e d  God 
to  touch  m a te r ia l s  which were a l l  m isshapen and 
co n fu sed , but he c r ea ted  them by the agency o f  
h i s  in c o r p o r e a l  powers, o f  which the proper name 
i s  id e a s ,  which  he so  ex e r ted  th a t  every  genus 
r e c e iv e d  i t s  proper form ^53)
P h i lo ,  ’ C r e a t io n ’ , x x iv  
I b i d . , x x iv
P h i lo ,  ’On Those Who O ffer S a c r i f i c e ’ , x i i i
“315-
ïïowever, in  s p i t e  o f  th e  n o t io n  o f  a s s i s t a n t s  who a id
God in  c r e a t io n  and th u s hear the im p u tation  o f  man’ s e v i l  and
in  s p i t e  of th e  n o t io n  o f  th e  u n la w fu ln ess  o f  God’ s to u ch in g
the m a te r ia l  w orld , W olfson d en ie s  th a t  P h i lo  ever speaks o f
(54 )
th e  Logos as an in term ed ia ry . He acknowledges th a t  P h i lo
i s  c a r e f u l  to  m ain ta in  th e  goodness and in o o r p o r e a l i t y  o f
God, hut sa y s  th a t  he n ever  th in k s  o f  the Logos as used in
p la ce  o f  God, in  God’ s s t e a d .  R ather , the Logos i s  an
(55)
instrum ent through which God, H im se lf ,  a c t s . W olfson contends
th a t  P h i lo  i s  a c t u a l l y  p lea d in g  f o r  r e v e r e n c e ,  r a th e r  than
s t a t i n g  c a t e g o r i c a l l y  th a t  God has n e i th e r  d e a l in g s  w ith  b e in g s
(56 )
o f  a mixed n a tu r e ,  nor a part in  punishments and e v i l .
A lthough one may c o n s id e r  th a t W olfson o v e r s t a t e s  h i s
c a se  in  con ten d in g  th a t  P h i lo  never speaks o f  God as b e in g  in
need o f  some s o r t  o f  in term ed ia ry , one cannot h e lp  but be aware
t h a t ,  accord in g  to  P h i lo ,  i t  i s  God who c r e a te s  the world and
(57)
has r e l a t i o n s  w ith  i t .  M oreover, i t  may be seen  t  hat P h ilo  
h im se lf  speaks o f  punishments and e v i l  s e n t  d i r e c t l y  by God.
In the f i r s t  book o f  h i s  t r e a t i s e  ’On the L i f e  of M oses’ , P h i lo
(54 ) W olfson , op. c i t . ,  p . 289 
'55) I b i d . ,  p p .285-289
56) I b i d . ,  p . 282
5?) c f .  P h i lo ,  ’ C r e a t io n ’ ; ’ Of Cain and H is B ir t h ’ , xxxv;
c f .  W olfson, op. c i t . ,  p . 282
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l i s t s  some p la g u es  sen t  by God upon the E gyptians through
Moses and Aaron. Then he says th a t  th ree  p la g u es  were sen t
d i r e c t l y  by God, v i z .  , th o se  o f  the d o g f l i e s ,  th e  d ea th  o f
E gyptian  c a t t l e ,  and th e  death  o f  E gyptian  f i r s t - b o r n
(5 8 )
c h i ld r e n .  F u rth er , i n  regard  to  the p assage  quoted above
where P h i lo  sa y s  th a t  i t  was n o t la w fu l  fo r  God to  tou ch
profane m atter  and, t h e r e f o r e ,  had ’ ideas*  to  g iv e  form to
co r p o r ea l m a tte r ,  W olfson p o in ts  out t h a t  P h i lo  i s  t r e a t in g
immanent powers and, in  doing s o ,  i s  not denying God’ s c o n ta c t
w ith  the w orld , but i s  d i s t in g u i s h in g  between God and immanent 
( 59)
’ pow ers’ . P h i lo  i s  s a y in g ,  in  f a c t ,  th a t  i t  i s  the immanent
’ i d e a s ’ which pervade th e  v i s i b l e  world and th ereb y  p reserv e
i t ,  and th a t  th e s e  ’ i d e a s ’ are  not the Logos as the p rop erty
o f  God, but the Logos corresp on din g  to the th ir d  s t a g e ,  th e
immanent L ogos. Thus, W olfson in t e r p r e t s  t h i s  p assage  a s
meaning t h a t  i t  i s  not la w fu l  f o r  the ’ u n c r e a te d ’ Logos to  
(60)
en te r  m a tter .  I f  we ask  why God a c t s  in  t h i s  way, th en  P h i lo  
r e p l i e s  n o t becau se  o f  a n e c e s s i t y  caused  by God’ s n a tu re; but 
b eca u se , s in c e  God w i l l s  to  te a c h  men wisdom, He a c t s  ju s t  as
(58) P h i lo ,  ’Moses* , I ,  x x - x x i i i
(59) W olfson, op. c i t .  , p p .279;282
(60) I b i d . ,  p . 279
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a w ise  man a c t s .  Thus, j u s t  as God, b e in g  im m a ter ia l,  does
not d e f i l e  H im se lf  by e n te r in g  in to  th a t  which i s  p ro fa n e , so
( 61)
men are n o t  to  d e f i l e  th em se lv es  by a n y th in g  u n c lean .
H ere, th e n ,  i s  a c r u c ia l  q u e s t io n .  I s  th e  Logos th e
instrum ent o f  God who H im se lf  c r e a te s  and p r e se r v e s  the
u n iv e r s e ,  or i s  th e  Logos an in term ed iary  who a c t s  in s te a d  o f
God, s in c e  God as im m ateria l cannot H im self  c r e a te  and p reserv e
a m a te r ia l  world? W olfson may n ot be c o r r e c t  in  sa y in g  th a t
the id e a  o f  th e  Logos as an in term ed ia ry  i s  s im ply  a ’ f i c t io n *
when a t t r ib u t e d  to  P h i lo ,  fo r  th ere  i s  a s t r a i n  in  P h i l o ’ s
thought which i n s i s t s  upon God’ s o th er n e ss  and which would
l o g i c a l l y  le a d  t o  a need o f  ’ a s s i s t a n t s ’ or ’ in t e r m e d ia r ie s ’ ,
e . g .  the sta tem en t th a t  * ' . . .  God i s  u t t e r l y  i n a c c e s s i b l e  to
(62)
any p a s s io n  w hatever" . Indeed , th e r e  i s  a t  l e a s t  one o c c a s io n  
where P h i lo  seems to  a t t r ib u t e  t o  the Logos th e  fu n c t io n  o f  an 
in te r c e d in g  m ediator  between man and God. P h i lo  a l l e g o r i c a l l y  
i n t e r p r e t s  th e  emblem which the High P r i e s t  c a r r i e s  when he 
makes i n t e r c e s s i o n  on b e h a lf  of men as b e in g  th e  emblem "of 
th a t  rea so n  which h o ld s  to g e th e r  and r e g u la t e s  th e  u n iv e r se " .  
Furthermore, i t  i s  not o n ly  ap p rop r ia te  but in d is p e n s a b le  th a t  
the High P r i e s t  should  have t h i s  r e a so n  (which i s  God’ s son)
61) W olfson , o p .c i t .  p . 282
62) P h i lo ,  ’ On the U nchangeableness of God’ , x i
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as h is  h e lp e r  when he makes i n t e r c e s s io n .
For i t  was in d is p e n sa b le  th a t  the man who was 
co n sec ra ted  t o  the Father o f th e  world ( th e  H igh  
P r i e s t ) ,  sh ou ld  have as a p a r a c le t e ,  h i s  (the  
F a th e r ’ s )  son , th e  b e in g  most p e r f e c t  in  a l l  
v i r t u e ,  t o  procure fo r g iv e n e s s  o f s i n s ,  and a 
su pp ly  o f  u n l im ite d  b le s s i n g s  . . , 1 ^ 5 )
However, n o tw ith s ta n d in g  th e s e  e lem en ts  o f  P h i lo ’ s
th ou gh t , h i s  most f r e q u e n t ly  and c l e a r l y  a s s e r t e d  p o s i t i o n
seems to  speak o f  th e  Logos as  God’ s in stru m en t,
. . .  God was the cause not th e  instrum ent; and what 
was born was c r e a te d  indeed  through the agency o f
some in s tr u m e n t , but was by a l l  means c a l l e d  in to
e x i s t e n c e  by the g r e a t  f i r s t  cau se ;  fo r  many 
th in g s  must c o -o p e r a te  in  the o r ig in a t io n  o f  
an y th in g ; by whom, from what, by means o f  what, 
and why? How he by whom a th in g  o r ig in a t e s  i s  the  
ca u se ;  th a t  from w hich  a th in g  i s  made i s  the  
m a te r ia l ;  th a t  by means of which i t  was made i s  
the in stru m en t; and why i s  the o b j e c t .(^4/
So i t  i s  th a t  we conclude th a t  th e  Logos d o c tr in e  o f  
P h ilo  does n ot see k  to  p rov id e  an in term ed ia ry  between a
remote God and th e  w orld ; r a th e r  the Logos i s  th e  instrum ent
of a c r e a t in g  and s u s t a in in g  God,
Having now expounded P h i l o ’ s d o c tr in e  o f  th e  Logos, l e t  us
(63) P h i lo ,  ’M oses’ , I I I ,  x iv
( 64 ) P h i lo ,  ’ Of Cain and H is B ir th * ,  xxxv; o f .  ’Moses*,
I I I ,  x x x i
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tu rn  to  c o n s id e r  how t h i s  d o c tr in e  a f f e c t s  the transcend en ce
o f  God. We may p o in t  t h i s  i n v e s t i g a t i o n  by p o s in g  a
h y p o t h e t ic a l  q u e s t io n ,  "Assuming th a t  P h i lo  had a d o c tr in e
o f  the in c a r n a t io n  o f  th e  lo g o s  (though a s su r e d ly  he did n o t
have such a d o c t r in e ) ,  would God or som ething/som e one o th er
than God be in carn ate?"  Our purpose f o r  a sk in g  t h i s  u n l i k e l y
q u e s t io n  i s  th a t  i t  e n a b le s  us to  p o in t  to  th e  Logos d o c tr in e
o f  th e  Fourth G osp e l, where i t  i s  s ta t e d  th a t  the Word did
become f l e s h .  Most Hew Testament s c h o la r s  agree  th a t  th e
(65 )
Fourth E v a n g e l is t  w r i t e s  from a P h i lo n ic  background. Thus, 
our q u e s t io n  a n t i c i p a t e s  another q u e s t io n  -  " I f  in  th e  Fourth  
G ospel, th e  Logos d o c tr in e  were taken from P h i lo  w ith ou t  
m o d if ic a t io n ,  e x c e p t  fo r  i t s  in c a r n a t io n ,  how would the  
in c a r n a t io n  o f  th e  Logos a f f e c t  God’ s transcendence?"  The 
fo l lo w in g  q u e s t io n s  co n cern in g  P h i l o ’ s Logos d o c tr in e  thus  
become r e le v a n t .  I s  th e  Logos in  any or a l l  o f  i t s  s ta g e s  
to  be equated  w ith  God’ s n a tu re ;  w ith  the whole o f  God’ s 
Being? I s  th e  knowledge o f  th e  Logos e x h a u s t iv e  o f  knowledge 
o f  God? Does God tran scen d  th e  Logos? I s  God remote from the  
world?
We can im m ediate ly  r e p ly  th a t  i f  by Logos we mean i t s  
second and t h ir d  ’moments’ , i . e .  th e  kosmos n o e to s  and th e  
immanent L ogos, then  i t  would n ot be f u ln e s s  o f  the Godhead
(65) c f .  s t u d ie s  by Dodd, B a r r e tt  and S c o t t .
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th a t  becomes in c a r n a te ,  f o r  both  are c r e a t io n s  o f  God and 
have t h e i r  e x i s t e n c e  o u t s id e  of God’ s e s s e n c e .  C e r ta in ly ,  
a ccord in g  to  P h i lo ,  God i s  n ot to be i d e n t i f i e d  w ith  the  
immanent Logos. I t  i s  p r e c i s e l y  here  t h a t  he p a r ts  company 
w ith  th e  S t o i c s .  Hor i s  God to  be equated w ith  th e  Logos to  
which the immanent ’ l o g o i ’ p o in t .  One i s  r i g h t l y  le d  by the  
immanent Logos beyond i t s e l f  to  th e  kosmos n o e t o s , but one 
should  not equate t h i s  s ta g e  o f  the Logos w ith  God. P h ilo  
a l l e g o r i c a l l y  i n t e r p r e t s  Charran as  the p la c e  whereto men are  
l e d  by wisdom o f  th e  w orld , i . e .  the kosmos n o e t o s ; but t h i s  
i s  not th e  p la c e  o f  God, f o r  God i s  not th e  kosmos n o e to s .
~ “ T 6 6 )
R ather, God i s  H is own p la c e  in  which i s  the kosmos n o e t o s .
T e l l  me, now, d id  he who had come to  th e  p la ce  
(kosmos n o e t o s ) see  i t  (God’ s p la c e )  a fa r  o f f?
Or perhaps i t  i s  but an i d e n t i c a l  e x p r e s s io n  fo r  
two d i f f e r e n t  th in g s ,  one o f  which i s  th e  d iv in e  
w orld , and th e  o th e r ,  God, who e x i s t e d  b e fo r e  the  
w orld . But he who was conducted by wisdom comes 
t o  the former p la c e ,  having  found th a t  the main 
p art and end o f p r o p i t i a t i o n  i s  th e  d iv in e  w o r ld , 
in  which he who i s  f i x e d  does n o t as y e t  a t t a i n  to  
such  a h e ig h t  as  t o  p e n e tr a te  t o  th e  e s se n c e  of God, 
but s e e s  him a fa r  o f f  or r a t h e r ,  I  sh o u ld  sa y ,  he i s  
not able even  to  behold  him a fa r  o f f ,  but he on ly  
d is c e r n s  t h i s  f a c t , th a t  God i s  a t  a d is ta n c e  from 
every  c r e a tu r e ,  and th a t  any com prehension o f  him 
i s  removed to  a g r e a t  d is ta n c e  from a l l  human 
i n t e l l e c t  .(67 /
(66) P h i l o , ’ On Breams B eing  Sent Prom God’ , x
(67) I b i d . ,  x i
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A gain , ju s t  as P h i lo  r e f u s e s  t o  equate the kosmos n o e to s  
w ith  God, so does he r e fu s e  to  equate knowledge of the  
lo g o s  w ith  knowledge o f  God.
Who can ven tu re  to  a f f ir m  o f  him who i s  th e  cause  
o f  a l l  th in g s  e i t h e r  t h a t  he i s  a body, or th a t  he 
i s  in c o r p o r e a l ,  or th a t  he has such and such  
d i s t i n c t i v e  q u a l i t i e s ,  or th a t  he has no such  
q u a l i t i e s ?  or who, in  sh o r t ,  can v en tu re  to  a f f ir m  
any t h in g  p o s i t i v e l y  about h i s  e s se n c e  or h is  
c h a r a c te r ,  or h i s  c o n s t i t u t i o n  or h i s  m ovem en ts? ...  
but we must be co n ten t i f  we are ab le  to  understand  
even  h i s  name, t h a t  i s  to  sa y , h i s  word, which i s  
th e  in t e r p r e t e r  o f  h i s  w i l l .  Por th a t  must be God 
t o  us im p erfec t  b e in g s ,  but the f i r s t  m ention ed ,or  
tr u e  God, i s  so  o n ly  to  w ise  and p e r f e c t  men . . . .
Por i t  i s  s u f f i c i e n t  fo r  th e  c r e a tu r e  to  r e c e iv e  
co n fir m a tio n  and test im on y  from th e  word o f  G o d ) 6 8  )
I t  i s  tr u e  th a t  the ’name o f God’ , th e  ’word of God’ 
i s  c a l l e d  a ’ second God’ , but i t  i s  d e s ig n a te d  a ’ God to  
us im p erfec t  B e in g s ’ and i s  d i s t in g u is h e d  from the ’ tr u e  
God’ .
However, the most d i f f i c u l t  q u e s t io n  concerns th e  f i r s t  
s ta g e  o f  th e  l o g o s ,  i . e .  th e  mind of God, th e  thought o f  
God as th e  p rop erty  of God. We have seen  th at W olfson, 
sp eak in g  o f  t h i s  moment o f  th e  Logos, judges t h a t  th e  Logos 
b eg in s  i t s  ca r e e r  b e in g  one w ith  God’ s e s s e n c e .  I s  the
(68 ) P h i lo ,  ’A l l e g o r i e s  o f th e  Sacred Laws’ , I I I ,
I x x i i i .
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Logos in  t h i s  s e n s e ,  th e n , i d e n t i c a l  w i th  God? I f  t h i s  
’u n c r e a te d ’ Logos were to become in c a r n a te ,  would God,
H im se lf ,  be in ca rn a te?  Drummond would an sw er, . ’Ho’ .
We must . . .  s t a r t  by c o n c e iv in g  o f  God a s  o r i g i n a l l y  
e x i s t i n g  not o n ly  in  th e  a b s o lu te  s i m p l i c i t y  o f  h is  
b e in g , but in  p e r f e c t  s o l i t u d e .  There i s  no Logos 
d is t in g u is h a b le  from H im self  t o  share h i s  c o u n s e ls  or 
to  ex e cu te  h is  p lan s  . . . .  He i s ,  a c c o r d in g ly ,  the  
Mind or Reason o f  th e  u n iv e r s e .  Have we, th e n ,  , 
d isc o v e r e d  h i s  e s s e n c e ,  and when we have sa id  th a t  
he i s  R eason, have we g iv en  an e x h a u s t iv e  d e s c r ip t io n  
o f  Him? Ho, f o r  pure B eing i s  a more com prehensive  
co n c e p t io n  than  Reason, and in c lu d e s  o th er  p r e d i c a t e s . . . .  
Reason, t h e r e f o r e ,  i s  a mode o f  th e  d iv in e  e s s e n c e ,  but 
not th a t  e s se n c e  i t s e l f ;  and, as  in  th e  case, o f  a l l  
th e  powers, God ex h a u sts  and tra n scen d s  it.'°^^
The L ogos, th e n , i s  n o t t o  be equated w ith  God in  any
o f  i t s  s t a g e s ;  nor i s  knowledge of th e  Logos ex h a u st iv e
(70)
o f  th e  knowledge o f  God. A ga in st the Stoics, P h i lo  r e fu s e s
t o  i d e n t i f y  th e  immanent Logos w ith  God, f o r  God i s  n o t
sim ply  the Logos which e n t e r s  in to  th e  fo u r  e lem en ts  and
g iv e s  them t h e i r  gen u s. A gain , P h i lo  l ik e n s  th e  a r r iv a l  a t
th e  kosmos n o e to s  through the immanent lo g o s  to ’an a b id in g
(71)
body d i s t in g u is h e d  from a shadow’ , or an ’ a r t i s t  a r r iv e d
(72 )
a t through h i s  w orks’ , but t h i s  kosmos n o e to s  i s  i t s e l f  
on ly  an image o f  the tru e  God, and c o n se q u e n tly  even  though
(6 9 )  Drummond, James, P h i lo  Judaeus: or The Jew ish -
A lexandrian  P h ilo so p h y  in  i t s  
Development and Ü om pletion , V o l . I I , p . 183
(70) c f .  P h i lo ,  ’ On th e  Ten Commandments’ , x i i
(71) P h i lo ,  ’A l l e g o r i e s  o f  the Sacred Laws’ , I I I , x x x i i i
(72) I b i d . ,  I l l ,  x x x i i ;  o f .  I b i d . ,  I l l ,  I x x i i i
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one may a r r iv e  a t  knowledge of t h i s  im age, such knowledge 
i s  not e x h a u s t iv e  o f  th e  knowledge o f  God.
There i s  a l s o  a more p e r f e c t  and more h ig h ly  
p u r i f i e d  kind ( o f  person) w hich has been  
i n i t i a t e d  in to  the g r e a t  m y s te r ie s ,  and which  
does not d i s t i n g u i s h  the cause from the th in g s  
c r e a te d  as i t  would d i s t i n g u i s h  an a b id in g  body 
from a shadow; but w h ich , h av in g  emerged from 
a l l  c r e a te d  o b j e c t s ,  r e c e i v e s  a c l e a r  and 
m a n ife s t  n o t io n  o f  the g rea t  u n crea ted , so  th a t  
i t  comprehends him through h im s e l f ,  and comprehends 
h is  shadow, t o o ,  so  a s  to  understand what i t  i s ,  
and h i s  r e a so n , t o o ,  and t h i s  u n iv e r s a l  w orld . This  
kind i s  th a t  M oses, who speaks th u s ,  "Show t h y s e l f  
to  me; l e t  me see  th ee  so  as  to  know th e e ,"  fo r  do 
not thou be m a n ife s te d  to  me through th e  medium o f  
th e  heaven , or o f  th e  e a r th ,  or o f  w a ter , or o f  a i r ,  
o r ,  in  s h o r t ,  o f  an yth in g  whatever o f  c r e a te d  t h in g s ,  
and l e t  me not see  th y  appearance i n  any o th er  t h in g ,  
as in  a lo o k in g  g l a s s ,  ex c ep t  in  th ee  t h y s e l f ,  th e  
tr u e  God.(73 )
. . .  "God i s  not as man", but n e i t h e r  i s  he as  heaven ,  
nor as th e  world; f o r  th e se  s p e c ie s  are endued w ith  
d i s t i n c t i v e  q u a l i t i e s ,  and th e y  come under the 
p e r c e p t io n  o f  the outward s e n s e s .  But he i s  not 
even com prehensib le  by th e  i n t e l l e c t ,  ex cep t m erely  
as to  h is  e s s e n c e ;  fo r  h is  e x i s t e n c e ,  in d eed , i s  a 
f a c t  which we do comprehend con cern in g  him; but 
beyond th e  f a c t  o f h i s  e x i s t e n c e ,  we can understand
n o th in g  .(74)
The lo g o s  d o c tr in e  in  P h ilo  t e l l s  u s ,  th e n ,  th a t  God 
i s  t r a n sc e n d e n t ,  but does i t  not a l s o  g iv e  us an answer
(7 3 )  P h i lo ,  ’A l l e g o r i e s  o f  th e  Sacred l a w s ’ . I I I ,  x x x i i i
(74) P h i lo ,  ’ On the U nchangeableness o f  G o d * ,x i i i
”324-
to  th e  q u e s t io n ;  "To what e x ten t  i s  God removed from and 
other th an  th e  world?"
A ccording to  P h i lo ,  God i s  not a rem ote God, i . e .  a God 
who w i l l s  th a t  w orld  be c r e a te d  and governed by an i n t e r ­
m ediary, being  H im self  unable to  have r e l a t i o n s  w ith  i t .  
R ather, t h e  Logos i s  an instrum ent used  by God, through  
which God, H im se lf ,  c r e a t e s ,  p r e se r v e s  and governs the w orld .  
In s p i t e  o f  P h i l o ’ s i n s i s t e n c e  upon the d i s t i n c t i o n  between  
God and th e  w orld , and between God and the l o g o s ,  t h i s  
d i s t i n c t i o n  i s  not one th a t  p r o h ib i t s  God’ s r e l a t i o n  w ith  the  
w orld . In deed , th e r e  i s  a l ik e n e s s  betw een God and the lo g o s  
and th e  w o r ld , s im p ly  because th e  lo g o s  i s  th e  image o f  God’ s 
e s s e n c e ,  and b ecau se  the world bears a l i k e n e s s  t o  th a t  image. 
Man and th e  w orld , as r a t i o n a l ,  are in  some sen se  not u n l ik e  
God. T his i s  th e  p o s i t i v e  elem ent th a t  P h ilo  adopts and 
adapts from S to ic  p h ilo so p h y .
. . .  God i s  h im s e l f  th e  p e r f e c t io n ,  and co m p le t io n ,  
and boundary o f  h a p p in ess ,  p a rta k in g  o f  n o th in g  e l s e  
by which he can be rendered b e t t e r ,  but g iv in g  t o  
ev ery  in d iv id u a l  t h in g  a p o r t io n  o f what i s  s u i t e d  
to  i t ,  from the fo u n ta in  o f  good , nam ely, from h im s e lf ;  
fo r  the b e a u t i f u l  th in g s  in  th e  world  would never have  
been such as th e y  a r e ,  i f  th e y  had not been made a f t e r  
an a r c h e ty p a l  p a t te r n ,  which was r e a l l y  b e a u t i f u l ,  the  
uner e a t e , and b le s s e d ,  and im p erish ab le  model o f  a l l  
th in g s  X7o)
( 7 5 )  P h i l o ,  ’ Of  G a i n  a n d  H i s  B i r t h ’ , x x v
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Every man in  regard  o f  h i s  i n t e l l e c t  i s  connected  
w ith  d iv in e  r e a so n , b e in g  an im p ress io n  o f ,  o r . a 
fragment or a ray  of th a t  b le s s e d  n a tu r e . . .
men . . .  b e in g  a k ind o f  copy o f  th e  powers o f  
God, a v i s i b l e  image of h i s  i n v i s i b l e  n a tu r e , a %
c r e a te d  image of an uncreated  and immortal o r ig in a l . '  '
This same p o in t  emerges in  P h i l o ’ s answer to  a q u e s t io n  
which h e , h im s e l f ,  r a i s e s .
Why i s  i t  th a t  he (Moses) speaks as i f  o f  some o th er  
god, sa y in g  th a t  he made man a f t e r  th e  image o f  God, 
and not th a t  he made him a f t e r  h i s  own image ?
Very a p p r o p r ia te ly  and w ithout any fa lse h o o d  was t h i s  
oracu la r  sen ten ce  u t te r e d  by God, fo r  no m ortal th in g  
could have been formed on th e  s im il i tu d e  of th e  
Supreme Father of th e  u n iv e r s e ,  but on ly  a f t e r  the  
p a tte r n  o f  th e  second d e i t y ,  who i s  the Word o f the  
supreme B eing; s in c e  i t  i s  f i t t i n g  th a t  the r a t io n a l  
so u l  o f  man should bear b efo re  i t  the typ e o f  the  
d iv in e  Word ; s in c e  in  h i s  f i r s t  Word God i s  su p er io r  
to  th e  most r a t io n a l  p o s s ib le  n a tu r e .  But he who i s  
s u p e r io r  to  the Word h o ld s  h i s  rank i n  a b e t t e r  and 
most s in g u la r  p re-em in en ce , and how co u ld  th e  cr ea tu re  
p o s s ib ly  e x h ib i t  a l i k e n e s s  o f  him in  h im se lf?  
n e v e r t h e le s s  he a l s o  wished to  in t im a te  t h i s  f a c t ,  
th a t  God does r i g h t l y  and c o r r e c t ly  r e q u ir e  vengeance, 
in  order to  th e  d efen ce  o f  v ir tu o u s  and c o n s i s t e n t  men, 
because such bear in  th em se lv es  a f a m i l i a r  acquaintance  
w ith  h i s  Word, o f  which th e  human mind i s  the  
s im i l i t u d e  and form .(78 )
To be s u r e ,  th e  resem blance t h a t  men and th e  w orld  bear 
to  God i s  ’tw ic e  removed’ , i . e .  i t  i s  the image of an image 
o f  God’ s Reason, n e v e r t h e le s s ,  t h i s  l ik e n e s s  shows th a t
76) P h i lo ,  C rea tio n , 11
77) P h i lo ,  ’M oses’ , I I ,  x i i
78) P h i lo ,  ’Q u estion s and S o lu t io n s  in  G e n is e s ’ , I I ,  62
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P h ilo  never p u ts  f o r t h  an u nh rid geah le  g u l f  between God 
and th e  w orld , f o r  the lo g o s  o f  men and th e  lo g o s  o f  th e  
world are ak in  to  God inasmuch as c r e a t io n  i s  by and a f t e r  th e  
image o f  th e  Logos o f  God.
Furtherm ore, not on ly  th e  world and men, but a l s o  the  
Law g iv e n  to  Moses b ears  a resem blance to  God inasmuch as  
God c r e a te d  th e  Law in  accordance w ith  th e  same reason  which  
l i e s  behind and becomes immanent in  the w orld . P h i lo  l ik e n s  
God to  c i t y  b u i ld e r s  who;
, . .  having f i r s t  o f  a l l  b u i l t  and e s t a b l i s h e d  t h e i r  
c i t y  in  accordance w ith  re a so n , have th en  adapted to  
t h i s  c i t y  which th ey  have b u i l t ,  th a t  c o n s t i t u t i o n  
which th ey  have co n s id ered  th e  b e s t  adapted and most 
ak in  to  i t ,  and have confirm ed t h i s  c o n s t i t u t i o n  by 
th e  g iv in g  o f  law s .(79)
Thus i t  i s  th a t  P h i lo  contends th at God’ s law does not  
resem ble H im se lf  and r e f l e c t  the arrangement o f  th e  u n iv e r se  
s im p ly  by a c c id e n t ;  r a t h e r ,  b oth  th e  u n iv e r s e  and God’ s law  
are g iv e n  i n  th e  l i k e n e s s  o f  t h e i r  C reator , in d eed , a cco rd in g  
t o  P h i lo ,  Moses wrote h is  h i s t o r y  o f  c r e a t io n  to  show:
F i r s t , th a t  the same b e in g  was the fa th e r  and c r e a to r  
o f  th e  w orld , and l ik e w is e  the la w g iv er  o f  t r u th ;  
s e c o n d ly ,  th a t  th e  man who adhered to  th e s e  la w s ,  and
( 7 9 )  P h i l o ,  ’M o s e s ’ , I I ,  i x
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cliing  c l o s e l y  to  a connect Ion w ith  and 
ob ed ien ce to  n a tu r e ,  would l i v e  in  a manner 
corresp on d in g  to  the arrangement o f  the  
u n i v e r s e . .
Nor, accord in g  to  P h i lo ,  i s  God remote from th e world
in  the sen se  o f  b e in g  i n a c t i v e .  A g a in st  the S t o i c s ,  P h ilo
contends th a t  God d id  n ot s im p ly  s t a r t  the u n iv e r se  on i t s
( 81)
course and then r e t i r e  from d e a l in g  w ith  i t .  Indeed, i t  
i s  the d o c tr in e  o f  the Logos as God’ s instrum ent o f  
p rovidence th a t  e x p r e sse s  God’s c o n t in u a l  r e la t i o n  w ith  the  
w o r ld .
The f i f t h  l e s s o n  th a t  Moses tea ch es  us i s ,  th a t  
God e x e r t s  h is  providence fo r  the b e n e f i t  o f  the  
w orld . For i t  fo l lo w s  o f  n e c e s s i t y  th a t  the  
C reator must always care fo r  th a t  which he has 
c r e a te d ,  j u s t  as paren ts  do a l s o  care fo r  t h e i r
c h i ld r e n I 0 8 )
Even though P h ilo  s t a t e s  th a t  r e s t  i s  an ap propria te
a t t r ib u t e  o f  God a lo n e ,  he does n o t mean by r e s t  the in a c t io n
o f  a remote God, fo r  " . . #  th a t  which i s  by i t s  nature
e n e r g e t i c ,  th a t  which i s  the cause o f  a l l  th in g s ,  can n ever
(83)
d e s i s t  from d o in g  what i s  most e x c e l l e n t
(iO ) P h i lo ,  ’M oses’ , v i i i
(8 1 ) c f .  P h i lo ,  ’C r e a t io n ’ , i i
(8 2 ) P h i lo ,  ’C r e a t io n ’ , 1x1
(83 ) P h i lo ,  ’Of Cain and His B i r t h ’ , x x v l
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Thus, W0 conclude th a t  n o t o n ly  does P h i l o ’s d o c tr in e  
o f  th e  Logos p reserv e  God’s transcendence but th a t  i t  a l s o  
saves  the n o t io n  o f  God from b e in g  i d e n t i f i e d  w ith  remote -  
n e s s . Indeed , God transcend s a l l  the moments in  the Logos, 
and knowledge o f  the Logos i s  n ot e x h a u s t iv e  o f  knowledge 
o f  God; b u t ,  a t  l e a s t ,  we can say  th a t  God i s  n o t u n l ik e  
His Logos. We end t h i s  s tu d y  o f  P h i l o ’ s Logos d o c tr in e  by 
q u o tin g  Drummond’s e x c e l l e n t  summary o f  i t ,  wherein  he p o in ts  
out t h a t ,  accord in g  to  P h i lo ,  the Logos ’a t  once su g g e s ts  
and ve i l s  * God.
From f i r s t  to  l a s t  the Logos i s  the Thought o f  
God, d w e l l in g  s u b j e c t i v e ly  in  the i n f i n i t e  Mind, 
p la n ted  out and made o b j e c t iv e  in  the u n iv e r s e .
The cosmos i s  a t i s s u e  o f  r a t io n a l  f o r c e ,  which  
Images the b ea u ty , the power, the goodness o f  i t s  
prim eval fo u n ta in .  The reason  o f  man i s  th i s  same 
r a t io n a l  fo rce  e n te r in g  in to  c o n s c io u s n e s s ,  and 
h e ld  by each in  p ro p o rtio n  to  the t r u th  and v a r ie t y  
o f  h i s  th ou ght; and to  fo l lo w  i t  i s  the law o f  
r ig h te o u s  l i v i n g .  Each form which we can differed-*  
t ia te  as a d i s t i n c t  s p e c i e s ,  each r u le  o f  conduct which  
we can t r e a t  as an in ju n c t io n  o f  rea so n , i s  i t s e l f  a 
Logos, one o f  th ose  innumerable thoughts or laws in to  
w hich the u n iv e r s a l  Thought may, through s e l f -  
r e f  l e c t i o n ,  be r e s o lv e d .  Thus, w herever we tu rn ,  
th e se  Words, which are r e a l l y  Works, o f  God con fro n t  
us and l i f t  our minds to  th a t  u n i t i n g  and cosmic  
Thought w hich , though comprehending them, i s  i t s e l f  
dependent and t e l l s  us o f  th a t  im penetrable B ein g ,  
from whose in e x h a u s t ib le  fu ln e s s  i t  comes, o f  whose 
p e r f e c t io n s  i t  i s  the shadow, and whose sp le n d o u rs ,  
too  d a z z l in g  fo r  a l l  but the p u r i f i e d  i n t u i t io n s  o f  
the h ig h e s t  s o u l s ,  i t  a t  once s u g g e s t s  and v e i l s  ( 8 4 )
( 84 ) Drummond, o p . c i t . ,  p
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Chapter 13*
The Lo^qs D octr in e  and G neeticism
R udolf Bultmann r e j e c t s  the c o n te n t io n s  th a t  the  
lo g o s  d o c tr in e  in  th e  Fourth Gospel d e r iv e s  p r im a r i ly  from 
e i t h e r  the Old Testament or from Greek p h i l o s o p h y . ^  In  
regard to  the f i r s t  c o n te n t io n ,  he admits th a t  Jolin was 
probably  co n sc io u s  o f  G enesis 1 .1  when he penned or adopted  
the P ro lo g u e , but does n o t agree th a t  th e  Johnannine ’L ogos’ 
should  be i d e n t i f i e d  sim ply  w ith  the Old Testament 'Word
o f  God’ . He p o in ts  out th a t  in  th e  Old T e s ta ie n t  ’Word’
i s  n ever  used a lo n e ,  but always as 'the Word o f  God’ .
Further , The Word o f  God in  both the Old Testament and
R abinnic writinCT -  --O'
. . .d o e s  not mean a con crete  f ig u r e  (n e i th e r  a person  
nor a cosm ic power or " h y p o s ta s is " ) , but the  
m a n ife s ta t io n  o f  God’s power in  a s p e c i f i c  in s t a n c e .  (2)
Nor, a cco rd in g  to  Bultmann i s  the t i t l e  'Logos' d er ived
from Greek p h ilo so p h y  in  g en era l or from S to ic  p h ilo sop h y
in  p a r t i c u la r ,  fo r  any n o t io n  o f  th e  lo g o s  as the n a tu ra l
o r d e r l in e s s  o f  th e  d iv in e  cosmos i s  q u ite  fo r e ig n  to  the
Fourth Gos pe l . ^
(1)  Bultmann, R udolf , Theology o f  th e  New Testam ent. V o l . I I ,
p . 64 .
(2 ) I b i d . ,  p . 64.
(3 )  I b i d . ,  p . 64 .
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The f ig u r e  o f  the "Logos" i s  d e r iv e d , r a th e r ,  
from a t r a d i t i o n  o f  c o sm o lo g ica l  m ythology  
which a l s o  e x e r c i s e d  an in f lu e n c e  upon Judaism, 
e s p e c i a l l y  upon P h i lo .  In  the l i t e r a t u r e  o f  
th e  Old Testament and o f  Judaism th e r e  i s  a 
f i g u r e  "Wisdom", which i s  a p a r a l l e l  to  John’ s 
"Word". Both f i g u r e s ,  "Word" and "Wisdom", 
appear s id e  by s id e  in  P h i lo .  In  G n o st ic ism ,  
which a l s o  in f lu e n c e d  P h i lo ,  th e  f i g u r e  "Logos" 
has n ot m erely  co sm o lo g ic a l  but a ls o  s o te r io .-  
l o g i c a l  f u n c t io n s .  I t  i s  w ith in  t h i s  sphere  
th a t  th e  o r i g i n  o f  th e  Johannine Logos l i e s #  (Jq)
Bultmann i s  q u ite  e .7 p l ic i t  and i n s i s t e n t  th a t  the  
Fourth G o sp e l’ s trea tm en t o f  the Logos i s  to  be seen  in  
l i g h t  o f  G n ostic  redem ption m ythology.
The author o f  th e  Fourth Gospel ta k es  th e  G n ostic  
myth o f  the redeem er, lAiich p ro v id es  him w ith  
th e  o u t l i n e  fo r  h i s  p r e s e n ta t io n :  he p u ts  Jesu s '  
m essage in to  th e  frame o f  the th o u gh t-w o rld  o f  
g n o s t ic  d ua lism  o f  l i g h t  and d a rk n ess , tr u th  and 
f a l s e h o o d . . . .  (5 )
The most th orou gh -go ing  attem pt to  r e s t a t e  th e  
redem ptive work o f  Jesu s  in  G n ostic  terms i s  to  
be found in  th e  Fourth G ospel. (6)
Thus i t  i s  th a t  we must now lo o k  a t  th e  G nostic
m ythology o f  w hich , a ccord in g  to  Bultmann, th e  Fourth
E v a n g e l is t  makes u s e .  Bultmann says  th a t  a lth ough
G n ostic ism  v a r ie d  in  i t s  p r a c t ic e s  and m ythology accord in g
to  p la c e  and tim e i t  may g e n e r a l ly  be c a l l e d  ' a redem ptive
(l-f.) I b i d . ,  p . 61p.
(5 ) Bultmann, R u d olf , E s s a y s P h i l o s o p h i c a l  and T h e o lo g ic a l  
p , li.|_8.
(6) Bultmann, R udolf, Primi t i v e  C h r i s t ia n i t y  in  i t s  Con­
temporary S e t t i n g , p . 1 97 .
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r e l i g i o n  based  on d u a lism ’ • He a ls o  s t a t e s  th e  fo l lo w in g  
common elem en ts  of most G nostic  myths. Man’ s tru e  s e l f  
which i s  a part o f th e  d iv in e  l i g h t  i s  conquered by powers 
o f  darkness b e fo r e  a l l  t im e . This l i g h t  tak en  from men 
i s  used  by th e  demons as co h es iv e  m agnetic powers by which  
a world i s  crea ted  out o f  chaos and d a rk n ess . Men are thus  
co n sc io u s  o f  b e in g  in  an a l i e n  w orld , and in d eed , o f  b e in g
(7)
im prisoned by i t .  So i t  i s  th a t  th e y  yearn fo r  d e l iv e r a n c e .
Redemption comes from th e  h eaven ly  w orld . Once 
more a l ig h t - p e r s o n  sen t by the h ig h e s t  god, 
in d eed  th e  son and "image" o f  the most h ig n ,  
comes down from th e l ig h t -w o r ld  b r in g in g  G nosis .
He "wakes" th e  sparks o f  l i g h t  who have sunk 
in t o  s le e p  or drunkenness and "reminds" them o f  
t h e i r  h eav en ly  home. He te a c h e s  them concerning  
t h e i r  s u p e r io r i t y  t o  the world and concern ing  
th e  a t t i t u d e  th ey  are to  adopt toward th e  w orld .
He d isp e n se s  th e  sacraments by which th e y  are to  
p u r ify  th em se lv es  and fan  back to  l i f e  t h e i r  
quenched l ig h t -p o w e r  or at l e a s t  s tr e n g th e n  i t s  
weakened s t a t e - -  by which, in  o ther  words, th ey  
are "reborn". He te a c h e s  them about th e  h eaven ly  
journey . . .  past th e  demonic watchmen o f  the  
s ta r r y  sp h e res .  And go in g  ahead he prepares the  
way fo r  them, the way which h e , th e  redeemer 
h im s e l f ,  must a l s o  tak e to  be redeemed. Por here  
on ea r th  he does not appear in  d iv in e  form, but 
appears d is g u is e d  in  th e  garment o f  e a r th ly  b e in g s  
so  as not to  be reco g n ized  by th e  demons. In so  
appearing , he ta k es  upon h im se lf  th e  t o i l  and 
m isery  o f  e a r th ly  e x is t e n c e  and has t o  endure 
contempt and p e r s e c u t io n  u n t i l  he talc es h is  lea v e  
and i s  e le v a t e d  to  th e  world o f  l i g h t .  (8)
The Redeemer’ s ’own’ fo l lo w  him, when at d eath  t h e i r  tr u e
(7) I b i d . ,  p p . l 6 3 f .
(8) Bultmann, R u d olf , Theology o f  th e  New T estam ent, V o l . I ,  
p . 167.
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s e l v e s ,  t h e i r  ' s p a r k s  o f  t h e  d i v i n e ' ,  a r e  r e l e a s e d  f r o m  
t h e  p r i s o n  o f  t h e i r  b o d i e s .  W h e n  a l l  t h e  s p a r k s  o f  l i g h t  
a r e  a s s e m b l e d  i n  h e a v e n ,  t h e  w o r l d  w i l l  r e t u r n  t o  i t s  
o r i g i n a l  c h a o s .  " T h e  d a r k n e s s  i s  l e f t  t o  i t s e l f ,  a n d  t h a t  
i s  t h e  j u d g e m e n t " .  ^
B u l t m a n n  g o e s  o n  t o  p o i n t  o u t  h o w  J e s u s  i s  d e p i c t e d  
i n  G n o s t i c  m y t h o l o g i c a l  t e r m s *
H e r e  J e s u s  i s  t h e  p r e - e x i s t e n t  S o n  o f  G o d ,  t h e  
W o r d  w h o  e x i s t s  w i t h  h i m  f r o m  a l l  e t e r n i t y .  H e  
i s  s e n t  f r o m  G o d ,  s e n t  i n t o  t h e  w o r l d ,  a s  i t s  
l i g h t ,  t o  g i v e  s i g h t  t o  t h e  b l i n d  a n d  t o  b l i n d  
t h o s e  w h o  s e e  ( J o h n  9 * 3 9 ) *  H e  i s  n o t  o n l y  t h e  
l i g h t ,  b u t  a l s o  t h e  l i f e  a n d  t h e  t r u t h *  A s  t h e  
a g e n t  o f  r e v e l a t i o n ,  h e  b r i n g s  a l l  t h e s e  b l e s s i n g s  
a n d  c a l l s  t o  h i m  h i s  ' o w n ' ,  t h o s e  w b o  a r e  ' o f  
t h e  t r u t h ' .  A f t e r  a c c o m p l i s h i n g  h i s  F a t h e r ' s  
m i s s i o n ,  h e  i s  e x a l t e d  f r o m  t h e  e a r t h  a n d  r e t u r n s  
t o  h e a v e n  t o  p r e p a r e  a  w a y  f o r  h i s  o w n ,  t h a t  t h e y  
m a y  j o i n  h i m  i n  t h e  h e a v e n l y  m a n s i o n s .  I n d e e d ,  
h e  i s  h i m s e l f  t h e  ' w a y ' ( 1 4 * 6 ) .  ( 1 0 )
I t  m u s t  b e  a d m i t t e d  t h a t  B u l t m a n n ' s  c o n t e n t i o n  t h a t  
t h e  F o u r t h  E v a n g e l i s t ' s  f r a m e w o r k  o f  p r e s e n t a t i o n  c a m e  f r o m  
G n o s t i c  m y t h o l o g y  h a s  n o t  b e e n  w i d e l y  a c c e p t e d .
F .  C .  B u r k i t t  d e n i e s  t h i s  d e p e n d e n c e  o u t r i g h t  a n d  a r g u e s  
f o r  a  r e v e r s e  d e p e n d e n c e ,  i . e .  t h a t  t h e  G n o s t i c  r e d e m p t i o n
( 9 )  B u l t m a n n ,  P r i m i t i v e  C h r i s t i a n i t y  i n  i t s  C o n t e m p o r a r y  
S e t t i n g , p . 1 6 4 .
( 1 0 )  I b i d . ,  p p . l 9 7 f .
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m y t h o l o g y ,  e s p e c i a l l y  a s  p r e s e n t  i n  M a n d a i s m ,  l e a n s  u p o n
(11)
C h r i s t i a n  t h o u g h t .  C ,  H .  D o d d  a r g u e s  a l o n g  t h e  s a m e  
( 12)
l i n e s  a n d  l a r g e l y  f o l l o w s  t h e  r e s u l t s  o f  B u r k i t t ' s  i n v e s - -
( 1 3 )
t i g  a t  I o n .  B o t h  B u r k i t t  a n d  D o d d  b a s e  t h e i r  a r g u m e n t s
a g a i n s t  B u l t m a n n ’ s  p o s i t i o n  u p o n  t h e  r e j e c t i o n  o f  t h e  i d e a  
t h a t  M a n d a i s m  i s  a  G n o s t i c  c u l t  r e v e r e n c i n g  J o h n  t h e  B a p t i s t  
a n d  u p o n  t h e  l a c k  o f  p r o o f  t h a t  M a n d a  i s m  p r e c e d e s  t h e  w r i t ­
i n g  o f  t h e  F o u r t h  G o s p e l ,  w h e r e a s  t h e  M a n d a e a n  f i g u r e  o f  
E n o s h - u t h r a  d o e s  a p p e a r  t o  r e s e m b l e  t h e  M a r c i o n i t e  J e s u s .
O n  t h e  o t h e r  h a n d ,  i t  s e e m s  t o  u s  t h a t  n e i t h e r  
B u r k i t t  n o r  D o d d  d i s p r o v e  B u l t m a n n *  s  c o n t e n t i o n .  B u r k i t t  
o f f e r s  n o  d i r e c t  r e f u t a t i o n  b u t  m e r e l y  c o n t e n t s  h i m s e l f  
w i  t h  p r  e s e n t  i n g  a n  a l t e  r n  a  t i v  e  c  o n n e  c  t  i o n  b  e  t w  e  e n  G n o  s  t  i -  
d s m .  a n d  C h r i s t i a n i t y .  F u r t h e r ,  h i s  o w n  p o s i t i o n ,  a p p e a r s
d e f e c t i v e  i n a s m u c h  a s  h e  s e e m s  t o  b e  e n t i r e l y  i g n o r a n t  o f
(lij.)
( o r  a t  l e a s t  i n d i f f e r e n t  t o )  t h e  w o r k  o f  f o r m  c r i t i c s .
N o r  d o e s  D o d d  r e a l l y  r e f u t e  t h e  c o n t e n t i o n  o f  B u l t m a n n ,  s i n c e  
t h e  l a t t e r ’ s  p o s i t i o n  d o e s  n o t  s t a n d  o r  f a l l  u p o n  t h e  
c o n c l u s i o n s  r e g a r d i n g  t h e  r e l a t i o n  o f  M a n d a i  s m  a n d  t h e
( 1 1 ) B u r k i t t ,  F ,  0 . ,  C h u r  c h  a n d  G n o  s i s  : A S t u d y  o f  C h r i s t i a n  
T h o u g h t  i n  t h e  S e c o n d  C e n t u r y ,  p p . T O O ^ ^ ^ T S D .
( 1 2 )  J ^ o H d V '  CV' " W T T ^ T h ^ ^ l u t e i ^ r e k a u i o n  o f  t h e  F o u r t h  G o s p e l ,  
p p .  1 1 5 - 1 3 0 .     ■
( 1 3 ) I b i d . ,  p p . l 2 6 f ,
( 1 4 ) B u r k i t t ,  o p . c i t . ,  p p .  1 2 3 ” li-l-8*
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F o u r t h  G o s p e l .  E v e n  i f  i t  h e  g r a n t e d  t h a t  M a n d a i s m  i s  
c o n t e m p o r a r y  w i t h  o r  l a t e r  t h a n  t h e  F o u r t h  G o s p e l ,  s u c h  
a n  a d m i s s i o n  d o e s  n o t  p r e c l u d e  t h e  e x i s t e n c e  o f  e a r l i e r  
h i g h l y  d e v e l o p e d  G n o s t i c  r e d e m p t i v e  m y t h s .  I n d e e d ,  i t  w o u l d  
h e  m o s t  s u r p r i s i n g  t o  d i s c o v e r  a  s y s t e m  s u c h  a s  M a n d a i  s m  
w i t h o u t  a  h a c k  g r o u n d  s i m i l a r  t o  t h a t  d e s c r i b e d  b y  B u l t m a n n .
I n  t h i s  c o n n e c t i o n ,  i t  i s  s i g n i f i c a n t  t k i a t  D o d d  a r g u e s  a t  
l e n g t h  a n d  m a k e s  o u t  a  s t r o n g  c a s e  c o n c e r n i n g  t h e  d e p e n d ­
e n c e  o f  M a n d a i s m  u p o n  O h r i s t i a n i t y ,  h u t  s a y s  v e r y  l i t t l e  
a b o u t  B u l t m a n n *  s  c l a i m  t h a t  " t h e  k e r n e l  o f  M a n d a  i s m  i s  a n
(15 )
a n c i e n t ,  p r e - C h r i s t i a n  m y s t e r y  a n d  m y t h  o f  I r a n i a n  o r i g i n " .
I n  s u p p o r t  o f  B u l t m a n n *  s  p o s i t i o n ,  w e  a r e  l e f t  w i t h  
t w o  p o i n t i n g  f a c t o r s - -  ( l )  P e r s i a n  d u a l  i s  t i c  m y t h o l o g y  w h i c h  
c e r t a i n l y  p r e - d a t e s  t h e  F o u r t h  G o s p e l ,  a n d  ( 2 )  f i g u r e s  
w i t h  s o t e r i o l o g i c a l  a n d  r e v e l a t o r y  f u n c t i o n s  w h i c h  a r e  g e n e r ­
a l l y  a c c e p t e d  a s  h a v i n g  e x e r t e d  a n  i n f l u e n c e  u p o n  J e w i s h  
a p o c a l y p t i c  w r i t i n g s .  T h u s ,  e v e n  t h o u g h  t h e  M a n d a e a n  
l i t e r a t u r e  m a y  b e  d a t e d  w e l l  a f t e r  t h e  F o u r t h  G o s p e l ,  t h i s  
d o e s  n o t  p r o v e  t h a t  a l l  p a r t s  o f  M a n d a i  s m  a r e  o f  t h i s  l a t e  
d a t e .  C e r t a i n l y ,  t h i s  i s  n o  p r o o f  o f  t h e  n o n - e x i s t e n c e  o f  
o t h e r  e a r l i e r  G n o s t i c  s y s t e m s ,  s u c h  a s  a p p e a r  t o  b e  h i g h l y  
p o s s i b l e  i f  w e  a r e  a d e q u a t e l y  t o  a c c o u n t  f o r  b o t h  l a t e r
(1 5 ) Dodd,  o p . c i t . ,  p p . l 2 8 f .
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G n o s t l c l s m  a n d  e a r l i e r  P e r s i a n  d u a l i s m .
I n d e e d ,  B u l t m a n n *  s  p r e s u p p o s i n g  t h e  e x i s t e n c e  o f
G n o s t i c  m y t h s  v f h i c h  p r e c e d e  t h e  r i s e  o f  p o s t - C h r i s t i a n
M a n d a i s m  h a s  b e e n  b o r n e  o u t  b y  t h e  r e c e n t  d i s c o v e r i e s  a t
N a g  H a m m a d i .  W, C .  v a n  U n n i k ,  i n  h i s  b o o k .  N e w l y  D i s c o v e r e d
G n o s t i c  W r i t i n g s ,  s u m m a r i z e s  a n d  q u o t e s  f r o m  t h e  G o s p e l  o f
T r u t h  s h o w i n g  h o w  t h i s  * g o s p e l  * b e a r s  a  c l o s e  r e s e m b l a n c e
b o t h  t o  t h e  F o u r t h  G o s p e l  a n d  t o  t h e  f r a m e w o r k  o f  G n o s t i c
( 16 )
r e d e m p t i v e  m y t h o l o g y  a s  o u t l i n e d  b y  B u l t m a n n .
W h a t  i t  ( t h e  G o s p e l  o f  T r u t h ) d o e s  i s  t o  m e d i t a t e  
u p o n  t h e  n e o n s ' s î t y ' ~ o f ' ™ ^ r e 3 e ^  i o n  a n d  i t s  m o d u s  
o p e r a n d ! .  ( 1 7 )
R e d e m p t i o n  i s  n e c e s s i t a t e d  b y  m e n ' s  s u c c u m b i n g  t o
E r r o r  w h i c h  r e s u l t s  i n  t h e i r  b e i n g  i m p r i s o n e d  i n  t h e  w o r l d
o f  s t r i f e  a n d  j e a l o u s y  w h e r e i n  t h e y  a r e  i g n o r a n t  o f  t h e
F a t h e r ,  T h u s ,  t h e  r e d e e m e r  c o m e s  i n  b o d i l y  f o r m ,  c o n f o u n d s
E r r o r  a n d  g i v e s  m e n  g n o s i s ,  i . e .  t h e  k n o w l e d g e  o f  t h e i r  t r u e
( 1 8 )
s e l v e s  a n d  o f  t h e  F a t h e r .  F u r t h e r ,  t h e  G o s p e l  o f  T r u t h  
i d e n t i f i e s  t h e  R e d e e m e r  w i t h  t h e  L o g o s ,  a n d  c o n t a i n s  a  L o g o s  
h y m n  w h i c h  s p e a k s  o f  t h e  a p p e a r a n c e  a n d  i m p o r t a n c e  o f  t h e  
L o g o s - R e d e e m e r ,
( 1 6 )  v a n  T J n n i k ,  W,  0 , ,  N e w l y  D i s c o v e r e d  G n o s t i c  W r i t i n g s ,  
p p . 5 8 - 6 7 .
(17 ) I b i d . ,  p . 6 0 .
(18 ) I b i d . ,  p p ,6 5 f f .
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The su b je c t  o f  t h i s  co m p o sit io n  i s  th e  
work o f  ' th e  redem ption o f  th o s e  who knew
not th e  Father^ ( p p , l 6 f . ) :  and th a t  i s  why
th e  Logos i s  a l s o  c a l l e d  Redeemer* (19)
His (G od's) Wisdom con tem p la tes  th e  Logos,
His in t e n t  g iv e s  him e x p r e s s io n ,
His knowing i s  made m a n ife s t ,
His . • .  i s  a garland  upon him,
His joy  i s  m ingled in  him,
His m ajesty  i s  e x a lte d  in  him,
His image has he r e v e a le d ,
His r e s t  has he e n c lo se d  w ith in  him,
His lo v e  i s  embodied in  him,
His f a i t h f u l n e s s  has encompassed him;
So goes fo r th  th e  Logos ( th e  Word) o f  th e  Father  
in to  th e  u n iv e r s e ,  a s  f r u i t  o f  h i s  h e a r t ,  and 
exp ression , o f  h i s  w i l l  (p p * 2 3 f .)  (20)
Now, th e  Gospel o f  Truth i s  o b v io u s ly  p o s t -C h r is t ia n  
s in c e  i t  c l e a r l y  c o n ta in s  r e fe r e n c e s  to  Jesu s  even though  
i t  r e f e r s  t o  him from a g n o s t ic  v ie w p o in t ,  but i t  i s  con­
s id e r a b ly  e a r l i e r  than  th e  Mandaean l i t e r a t u r e  (van Unnik
, ( 2 1 )
d a te s  i t  around 140 A*D.) .  ThuSy i t s  s i g n i f i c a n c e  i s  not
th a t  i t  p ro v id es  an a n teced en t o f  C h r i s t ia n i t y  but th a t  i t
g iv e s  us a p ic tu r e  o f  a h ig h ly  developed  g n o s t ic  system
much e a r l i e r  than th a t  o f  Mandaism, and t h i s  should  " .. .m a k e
us c a u t io u s  about drawing so f r e e l y  on th e  Manichean and
( 22  )Mandaean s o u r c e s . . , , ” ' F u rth er , van Unnik judges th a t  as
(19 ) I b i d . ,  pp,6i(.f.
(20) I b i d . ,  p .63
(21) I b i d . ,  p .2 0
(22) I b i d . ,  p .93
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r e g a r d s  t h e  i d e a  o f  g n o s i s ,  u p o n  w h i c h  a c c o r d i n g  t o  
B u l t m a n n  b o t h  P a u l  a n d  J o h n  l e a n e d  s o  h e a v i l y ,  w e  n o  l o n g e r  
n e e d  " t o  r e s o r t  t o  p u r e l y  h y p o t h e t i c a l  r e c o n s t r u c t i o n - -  w e
(23)
h a v e  k n o w l e d g e  o f  a  w h o l e  m a s s  o f  r e l e v a n t  f a c t s " .
H o w e v e r ,  a n o t h e r  s t u d e n t  o f  r e c e n t l y  d i s c o v e r e d  
G n o s t i c  l i t e r a t u r e  i s  n o t  s o  e a s i l y  d i s p o s e d  t o  d e f e n d  B u l t m a n n '5 
p o s i t i o n .  R .  M c L ,  W i l s o n  j u d g e s  :
T h e  ' G n o s t i c  R e d e m p t i o n  M y t h '  i s ,  h o w e v e r ,  l a r g e l y  
a  s c h o l a r ' s  r e c o n s t r u c t i o n ,  a n d  i t  h a s  n o t  b e e n  
s a t i s f a c t o r i l y  s h o w n  t h a t  s u c h  a  m y t h  e x i s t e d  i n  
p r e - C h r i s t i a n  t i m e s .  [ 2 i \ . )
H o w ,  i t  i s  t r u e  t h a t  r e c e n t  d i s c o v e r i e s  d o  n o t  s h o w  
t h a t  t h e  R e d e e m e r - m y t h  p r e - d a t e s  C h r i s t i a n i t y  ( a l t h o u g h  
D o r e s s e  b e l i e v e s  t h a t  p r e - C h r i s t i a n  w r i t i n g s  a r e  t o  b e  f o u n d
(25 )
a m o n g  t h e  H a g  H a m m a d i  f i n d )  ,  b u t  t h e  n e w  f i n d s  d o  g i v e  
s o m e  s u p p o r t  t o  t h e  c o n t e n t i o n  t h a t  w e  m u s t  p r e - s u p p o s e  a n  
e a r l y  p e r i o d  o f  G n o s t i c i s m  i f  w e  a r e  t o  a c c o u n t  f o r  t h e  
l a t e r  h i g h l y  d e v e l o p e d  s y s t e m s  a s  i n  M a n d a  i s m  a n d  t h e  G o s p e l  
o f  T r u t h .  O f  c o u r s e ,  C h r i s t i a n  t h e o l o g y  a i d e d  t h e  d e v e l o p ­
m e n t  o f  t h e  G n o s t i c  L o g o s - R e d e e m e r  f o u n d  i n  t h e  G o s p e l  o f  
T r u t h , b u t  a g a i n  i t  w o u l d  a p p e a r  t h a t  s o m e  G n o s t i c  s y s t e m  
i n d e p e n d e n t  o f  C h r i s t i a n i t y  m u s t  b e  a s s u m e d  t o  e x p l a i n  t h e
( 2 3 ) I b i d . ,  p . 9 2 .
{ 2 i \ . )  W i l s o n ,  R ,  M c L . ,  T h e  G n o s t i c  P r o b l e m ;  A S t u d y  o f  t h e  
R e l a t i o n  B e t w e e n  Ë e T I e n î s t ' i c  J u d a i s m  a n d  t h e  G n o s t i c  
H e r e s y ,  " ~ ~ p 7 9 ^  '
( 2 5 ) v a n  U n n i k ,  o p . c i t . ,  p . 2 0 .
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enoes o f  th e  Gospel o f  Truth from th e  Fourth G ospel,  
d iv e r g e n c e s  o f  th e  Gospel o f  Truth from th e  Fourth G ospel.
E v e n  W i l s o n  a d m i t s  t h a t  G n o s t i c i s m  u n d e r w e n t  a  ' g r a d u a l
( 2 6 )
p r o c e s s  o f  g r o w t h  a n d  d e v e l o p m e n t ' .
W e  m a y  • • •  d i s t i n g u i s h  t h r e e  m a i n  s t a g e s :  a  
p r e - g n o s t i c ,  t o  w h i c h  m a y  h e  a s s i g n e d  t h e  
v a r i o u s  t r e n d s  o f  H e l l e n i s t i c  s y n c r e t i s m ,  
i n c l u d i n g  P h i l o  a n d  t h e  D e a d  S e a  S c r o l l s  ;  a  
G n o s t i c  p r o p e r ,  r e p r e s e n t e d  b y  t h e  s e c t s  o f  t h e  
s e c o n d  c e n t u r y ;  a n d  t h e  l a t e r  d e v e l o p m e n t s  i n  
M a n i c h e i s m ,  M a n d e  i s m ,  a n d  o t h e r  s i m i l a r  m o v e ­
m e n t s ,  ( 2 ? )
T h u s ,  w e  c o n c l u d e  t h a t ,  a l t h o u g h  n e i t h e r  B u l t m a n n  n o r  
h i s  c r i t i c s  a r e  a b l e  t o  p r o v e  t h e i r  c l a i m s  s a t i s f a c t o r i l y ,  
r e c e n t  G n o s t i c  r e s e a r c h  t e n d s  t o  s u p p o r t  B u l t m a n n ' s  p o s i t i o n  
r a t h e r  t h a n  t o  r e p u d i a t e  i t ,  a n d  i t  w o u l d  a p p e a r  t h a t  
B u l t m a n n  i s ,  a t  l e a s t ,  a s  j u s t i f i e d  i n  s a y i n g :
T h e  t h o u g h t  o f  t h e  i n c a r n a t i o n  o f  t h e  r e d e e m e r  
i s  n o t  o n e  w h i c h  h a s  p e n e t r a t e d  f r o m  C h r i s t i a n i t y  
i n t o  g n o s i s ,  b u t  i s  o r i g i n a l l y  g n o s t i c ,  ( 2 8 )
a s  B u r k i t t  i s  i n  s a y i n g :
' T h e  G n o s i s ' ,  t o  u s e  t h e  f a s h i o n a b l e  m o d e r n  
t e r m ,  d o e s  n o t  p r e c e d e  C h r i s t i a n i t y  b u t  i s  
a  n e w  f o r m u l a t i o n  o f  C h r i s t i a n i t y  , , ,  ( 2 9 )
A l t h o u g h  B u l t m a n n  i s  q u i t e  c l e a r  i n  c o n t e n d i n g  t h a t  t h e
( 2 6 ) W i l s o n ,  o p . c i t . ,  p , 9 7 *
( 2 7 ) I b i d . ,  p p . 9 7 f .
( 2 8 ) B u l t m a n n ,  R u d o l f ,  D a s  E v a n g e l i u m  d e s  J o h a n n e s ,  p .  1 0
( 2 9 ) B u r k i t t ,  o p , c i t . ,  p T B T *
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f r a m e v / o r k  f o r  p r e s e n t i n g  J e s u s  a s  t h e  L o g o s  w a s  t a k e n  b y  
t h e  F o u r t h  E v a n g e l i s t  f r o m  G n o s t i c  m y t h o l o g y ,  h e  i s  n o t  
n e a r l y  s o  c l e a r  i n  d e m o n s t r a t i n g  w h a t  t h e  L o g o s  m e a n s  f o r
S t .  J o h n .  I n  o r d e r  t o  t r y  t o  u n d e r s t a n d  t h i s  m e a n i n g ,  w e
m u s t  t a k e  t w o  l i n e s  o f  i n q u i r y .  F i r s t ,  w e  a s k  w h y  t h e  
F o u r t h  E v a n g e l i s t  m a k e s  u s e  o f  t h e  G n o s t i c  r e d e m p t i o n  m y t h .  
B u l t m a n n  r e p l i e s  t h a t  h e  d o e s  s o  i n  o r d e r  t o  h i s t o r i z e  t h e  
e s c h a t o l o g i c a l  e v e n t ,  i . e .  t o  b r i n g  t h e  e s c h a t o l o g i c a l  e v e n t
(30 )
m o r e  r a d i c a l l y  o n  t o  t h e  p l a n e  o f  h i s t o r y .
I t  i s  e a s y  t o  s e e  w h y  t h e  C h r i s t i a n  C h u r c h  t o o k
o v e r  t h e s e  i d e a s  f r o m  t h e  G n o s t i c  r e d e m p t i o n  m y t h * . , .
T h e  e s c h a t o l o g i c a l  e v e n t  w a s  a l r e a d y  b e i n g  r e a l i z e d  
i n  t h e  p r e s e n t .  T h i s  s e n s e  o f  b e i n g  t h e  e s c h a t o l o g i ­
c a l  c o m m u n i t y ,  o f  b e i n g  a l r e a d y  r a i s e d  f r o m  t h i s  
w o r l d  b y  t h e  g r a c e  o f  G o d ,  o f  d e l i v e r a n c e  f r o m  i t s  
p o w e r s ,  c o u l d  n o t  b e  a d e q u a t e l y  c o n v e y e d  t o  t h e  
H e l l e n i s t i c  w o r l d  i n  t e r m s  o f  t h e  J e w i s h  e s c h a t o l o g i c a l  
h o p e ,  w h i c h  l o o k e d  f o r  r e d e m p t i o n  i n  t h e  f u t u r e  . . • •
T h e  e s c h a t o l o g i c a l  e v e n t  m u s t  b e  u n d e r s t o o d  a s  a  
p r o c e s s  a l r e a d y  i n a u g u r a t e d  w i t h  t h e  c o m i n g  o f  J e s u s ,  
o r  w i t h  h i s  d e a t h  a n d  R e s u r r e c t i o n ,  a n d  t h e  G n o s t i c  
r e d e m p t i o n  m y t h  l a y  r e a d y  t o  h a n d  a s  v e h i c l e  f o r  
i t s  e x p r e s s i o n .  ( 3 I )
B u l t m a n n ,  h i m s e l f ,  p o i n t s  o u t  t h e  n e e d  f o r  o u r  s e c o n d
l i n e  o f  i n q u i r y .
J u s t  b e c a u s e  J o h n  m a k e s  u s e  o f  t h e  G n o s t i c  
R e d e e m e r - m y t h  f o r  h i s  p i c t u r e  o f  t h e  f i g u r e  a n d
( 3 0 ) M e i g g e ,  G i o v a n n i ,  G o s p e l  a n d  M y t h  i n  
R u d o l f  B u l t m a n n ,  p . 3 3 #
( 3 1 ) " B u T b m a n n T  P r i m i t i v e  C h r i s t i a n i t y  i n  i t s  C o n t e m p o r a r y  
S e t t i n g ,  p .
■*34G—
a c t i v i t y  o f  J e s u s ,  a  d e m a r c a t i o n  o f  h i s  
o w n  p o s i t i o n  f r o m  t h a t  o f  G n o s t i c i s m  i s  
p a r t i c u l a r l y  i n c u m b e n t  u p o n  h i m .  ( 3 2 )
B u l t m a n n  t h e n  g o e s  o n  t o  e x p l a i n  t h a t  t h e  m a i n  
d i v e r g e n c e  o f  t h e  F o u r t h  G o s p e l  f r o m  G n o s t i c  m y t h o l o g y  l i e s  
i n  t h e  a b s e n c e  i n  t h e  f o r m e r  o f  t h e  c o s m o l o g i c a l  m o t i f s  w h i c h
(33)
are so prom inent In th e  l a t t e r .  T his d i f f e r e n c e  has i t s
(3W
b a s i s  i n  t h e  t w o  d i f f e r e n t  c o n c e p t s  o f  c r e a t i o n *  F o r  
G n o s t i c i s m ,  t h e  w o r l d  i s  o f  d e m o n i c  o r i g i n ,  i s  o p p o s e d  t o  
t h e  w o r l d  o f  l i g h t ,  a n d  i s  t h e  p r i s o n  o f  m a n ' s  t r u e  s e l f .  
T h u s ,  t h e r e  i s  a  c o s m o l o g i c a l  d u a l i s m  p r e s e n t  i n  G n o s t i c i s m ,  
S o  a l s o  i n  t h e  F o u r t h  G o s p e l ,  t h e r e  i s  a  d u a l i s m  e x p r e s s e d  
i n  t e r m s  o f  ' d a r k n e s s  a n d  l i g h t ' ,  b u t  t h i s  d i v i s i o n  i s  n o t
t h e  r e s u l t  o f  c r e a t i o n ;  r a t h e r ,  i t  i s  m o r e  p r o p e r l y  c a l l e d  a
' d u a l i s m  o f  d e c i s i o n ' .  H e r e ,
. . .  t h e  w o r l d  i s  t h e  c r e a t i o n  o f  t h e  g r a c i o u s  G o d ,  
t h e  F a t h e r  o f  J e s u s  C h r i s t ;  t h e  c r e a t i n g  a n d  s a v i n g  
G o d  a r e  o n e  a n d  t h e  s a m e .  T h a t  h o s t i l i t y  w e  h a v e  
s p o k e n  o f  d o e s  n o t  h a v e  i t s  o r i g i n  i n  a  d e m o n i c
c r e a t i v e  p o w e r ,  b u t  i n  m a n ' s  o w n  e v i l  w i l l ,  i n  h i s
r e b e l l i o n  a g a i n s t  G o d  s o  t h a t  n o w  G o d ' s  c r e a t i o n  
i n e v i t a b l y  c o n f r o n t s  h i m  a s  a  d e s t r u c t i v e  p o w e r ,  ( 5 5 )
H o w e v e r ,  i n  s p i t e  o f  t h e  d i f f e r e n c e  b e t w e e n  G n o s t i c
( 3 2 ) B u l t m a n n ,  T h e o l o g y  o f  t h e  H e w  T e s t a m e n t ,  V o l . I I ,  p . I j - O .
( 3 3 ) I b i d . ,  p . 1 5 .
( 3I}.) I b i d .  ,  p . 1 7 .
( 5 5 ) B u l t m a n n ,  E ssays P h i l o s o p h i c a l  a n d  T h e o l o g i c a l ,  p p . l J i S f ,
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and Johannine d u a lism , they agree th at man's redem ption does 
n o t  a r i s e  in  th e  world but th a t  i t  must come from o u ts id e  o f  
i t .
In  th e  eyes o f  Old Testament man, th e  w o r ld --  
l i k e  man-- was God's c r e a t io n ,  and man 
p e r c e iv e d  God's g i f t s  and God's r o l e  in  th e  
th in g s  and Qceurrences in  th e  w orld . He f e l t  
at home in  the world , ($6 ) In  th e  id e a  o f  
redem ption as t o t a l  l i b e r a t i o n  from th e  w orld ,  
the C h r is t ia n  f a i t h  i s  more ak in  to g n o s t ic is m  
than  to  the Old Testam ent, (57)
Again, as regards men and t h e i r  s a lv a t io n  both  
G n ostic ism  and th e  Fourth Gospel a s s e r t  a d u a lism . In  
G n ostic  th e o r y .
A l l  men are  fu n dam en ta lly  endowed w ith  th e  
d iv in e  spark. The p reach in g  o f  c o n v e r s io n  i s  
d ir e c t e d  to  a l l .  Yet in  p r a c t i c e ,  mankind i s  
d iv id e d  in to  two c l a s s e s ,  th e  pneum atic and th e  
' h y l i c ' (sometimes we f in d  a m iddle c l a s s ,  th e  
' p s y c h i c ' ) ,  accord in g  as to  whether they  have th e  
pneuma or spark o f  l i f e  a l i v e  in  them or n o t ,  
or whether they do have i t  at a l l ,  (38)
But, aga in  Johannine dualism  d i f f e r s  from th a t  o f G n ostic ism ,
f o r  in  Johannine thought the d i v i s i o n  o f  mankind in to  two
groups i s  n o t determ ined  by n atu re  (p h y s is )  ,  but by d e c i s io n .
The "blind" and the " see in g" , a c c o r d in g ly ,  are  
not two groups th a t  were a lrea d y  p r e s e n t  and 
dem onstrable b e fo r e  the l i g h t ' s  coming. How, 
and n o t b e fo r e ,  th e  s e p a r a t io n  betw een them ta k es  
p la c e  in  th a t  each one i s  asked whether he chooses
(3 6 ) I b i d . ,  p.lIi-7.
(37) I b i d . ,  p .l i | .9 .
(38 ) Bultmann, P r im it iv e  C h r i s t ia n i t y  in  i t s  Contemnorarv 
S e t t i n g .  PTTTO;-----------------------------^----------------------
“ 342-
to  b e lo n g  to  one group or th e  o th er  -«  
w hether he i s  w i l l i n g  to  a elm owl edge h is  
b lin d n e s s  and be fr e e d  from i t  or whether he 
wants to  deny i t  and p e r s i s t  in  i t .  (59)
Each man i s ,  or once was, con fronted  w ith  
d e c id in g  fo r  or  a g a in st  God; and he i s  con­
fr o n te d  anew w ith  t h i s  d e c i s io n  by th e  
r e v e la t io n  o f  God in  J e s u s . The co sm o lo g ica l  
dualism  o f  G n ostic ism  has become a dualism  
o f  d e c i s io n .  (40)
There i s  one fu r th e r  co n tr a st  between G n ostic  and 
Johannine e x p r e s s io n  which we must n ote  in  our attempt t o  
a r r iv e  at th e  Johannine meaning o f  th e  'Word*. According  
to  G n ostic  redem ptive myths th e  Redeemer in s t r u c t s  h i s  
own concern ing  th e  'way* , which i n s t r u c t io n  g iv e s  s p e c i a l  
im portance t o  knowledge o f  th e  kosmos and s e c r e t  passw ords.
However y accord in g  to  Bultmann, in  th e  Fourth Gospel th e
R evea ler  does not appear as
. . .  a mystagogue communicating t e a c h in g s ,  fo rm u la s ,  
and r i t e s  as i f  he h im s e l f  were o n ly  a means to  an 
end who cou ld  s in k  i n t o  unimportance to  any who had 
r e c e iv e d  h is  " G n o s is" , . .*  he has im parted no in fo r ­
mation about God at a l l ,  any more than  he has brought 
i n s t r u c t i o n  about th e  o r ig in  o f  th e  world and th e  
f a t e  o f  th e  s e l f .  He does not communicate anybhing, 
but c a l l s  men t o  h im s e l f ,  (41)
Bultmann says th a t  both J esu s  works and h i s  words are
(39) Bultmann, Theology o f  the Hew T estam ent, V o l . I I ,  p . 84 . of, 
M eigge, o p . c i t . ,  p . 56 .
(40) Bultmann, T heology o f  th e  Hew T estam ent, V o l . I I ,  p . 21
(41) I b i d . ,  p . 41.
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(42)
i d e n t i c a l  to  h im s e l f .  By t h i s  he means t h a t ,  in  th e
Fourth G ospel, J e s u s 'd i s c o u r s e s  are alm ost e x c lu s i v e l y
concerned w ith  h is  own p erso n . He does not perform works
or prove h im s e l f  t o  be d iv in e  in  order t o  g iv e  credence t o
h is  t e a c h in g .  R ather, h is  words are h i s  c la im s to  be th e
Son o f  God. He n ot on ly  cla im s to  t e a c h  th e  way, th e  t r u t h ,
and t o  g iv e  l i f e ;  he c la im s t o  be th e  vfay and th e  t r u th
and th e  l i f e .  One's d e c i s io n  i s  n ot s im p ly  whether or not to
accep t h i s  t e a c h in g ,  but whether or not to  accep t Him. He
(43)
i s  th e  same as His words. Thus, Bultmann e x c la im s ,
No wonder, th e n ,  th a t  th e  e v a n g e l i s t  can co n fer  
upon him fo r  h i s  p r e - e x i s t e n t  p er io d  th e  mytho­
l o g i c a l  t i t l e :  Word (Logos)I (44)
S t i l l ,  we may w ish  to  ask what i s  r e v e a le d .  To t h i s
q u e s t io n  Bultmann answers th a t  th e  Fourth  Gospel d i f f e r s  from
G n ostic ism  in  th a t  fo r  John, Jesu s  i s  n ot a tra n sp a ren t
human b e in g  through  whom th e  D e ity  s h in e s .  On th e  co n tra ry ,
j u s t  as J e su s '  words are ' hard' and can be a ccep ted  o n ly  in
f a i t h ,  so  Jesu s  H im self  can be seen  to  be th e  Son o f  God on ly  
(45)
by f a i t h .  I f  we go on t o  ask what then  does th e  man o f
f a i t h  se e  r e v e a le d  in  J e s u s ,  Bultmann aga in  answers th a t  s in c e  
Jesu s  i s  i d e n t i c a l  t o  h i s  words. His l i f e  and words o n ly
(43) I b i d . ,  p p .6 1 -6 5 .
(43) I b i d . ,  p p .63 f f .
(44) I b i d . ,  p . 64 .
(45) I b i d . ,  p . 68 .
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r e v e a l  H im se lf .
Thus i t  tu rn s  out in  th e  end th a t  Jesu s  as th e  
R evea ler  o f  God r e v e a ls  n o th in g  hut th a t  he i s  th e  
R ev o a le r ,  (46)
In th e  G n ostic  myth whose language John u se s  as 
h is  means o f  e x p r e s s io n ,  i t  s u f f i c e s  th a t  th e  
R e v e la t io n  c o n s i s t s  o f  n o th in g  more than  th e  bare  
f a c t  o f  i t  ( i t s  D ass) — i . e .  th e  p r o p o s it io n  
th a t  th e  R ev ea ler  has come and gone and has been  
r e - e x a l t e d .  For even though G n ostic ism  speaks  
at le n g th  in  cosmogonic and s o t e r i o l o g i c a l  specu­
la t io n s  about th e  con tent o f  th e  R e v e la t io n ,  n e v e r ­
t h e l e s s  th e  d e c i s i v e  th in g  fo r  i t  i s  th e  bare  
f a c t  o f  R e v e la t io n  . . .  s in c e  Jolm e l im in a te s  
from th e  myth i t s  co sm o lo g ica l  p r e s u p p o s i t io n s ,  
s in c e  he does not speak o f  the "nature" common to  
th e  Redeemer and th e  redeemed or o f  th e  f a t e  o f  
human " s e lv e s " ,  he appears t o  r e t a i n  in  h i s  book 
o n ly  th e  empty f a c t  o f  th e  R e v e la t io n  . . . •  This  
f a c t ,  however, does not remain empty. For th e  
R e v e la t io n  i s  r e p r esen ted  as th e  s h a t t e r in g  and 
n e g a t in g  o f  a l l  human s e l f - a s s e r t i o n  and a l l  human 
norms and e v a lu a t io n s .  And, p r e c i s e l y  by v ir tu e  
o f  b e in g  such n e g a t io n ,  th e  R e v e la t io n  i s  th e  
a f f ir m a t io n  and f u l f i lm e n t  o f  human lo n g in g  fo r  
l i f e ,  f o r  tr u e  r e a l i t y .  (47)
T h is ,  th e n , i s  what Bultmann understands by th e  Johannine  
treatm ent o f  th e  in ca rn a te  Logos; but what o f  the 'Word' th a t  
was ' i n  th e  b eg in n in g  w ith  God'?
J esu s  i s  not p resen ted  in  l i t e r a l  s e r io u s n e s s  as a 
a p r e - e x i s t e n t  d iv in e  b e in g  who came in  human form 
t o  e a r th  to  r e v e a l  unprecedented  s e c r e t s .  Rather,
(46) I b i d . ,  p . 66 .
(47) I b i d . , p p .6 6 -6 8 .
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th e  m y th o lo g ic a l  term in o logy  i s  in ten d ed  to  
ex p ress  th e  a b s o lu te  d e c i s iv e  s i g n i f i c a n c e  
o f  h is  work - -  th e  m y th o lo g ica l  n o t io n  o f  p r e ­
e x i s t e n c e  i s  made t o  serv e  th e  id e a  o f  th e  
R e v e la t io n .  His word does not a r i s e  from the  
sphere o f  human o b se r v a t io n  and th o u g h t ,  but 
comes from beyond. (48)
Let us s e e ,  th e n , how we can understand th e  Prologue  
to  th e  Fourth Gospel in  l i g h t  o f  Bultmann*s te a c h in g  con­
cern in g  G n ostic  i n f l u e n c e s .  V erses 1 -4 ,  where th e  p re­
e x i s t e n c e  o f  th e  Logos and i t s  r e l a t i o n  to  God i s  t r e a t e d ,  
sim ply  means th a t  th e  Word, i . e .  Jesu s H im self  and His t e a c h ­
in g s ,  are o f  u l t im a te  s i g n i f i c a n c e  fo r  men. Verse 10 would  
seem t o  be u sed  a p o l o g e t i c a l l y  in  order t o  i d e n t i f y  th e  
C reative  Word w ith  th e  person o f  whom John goes on t o  speak  
in  terms o f  r e v e la t io n  and s o t e r io lo g y .  V erses 5 , 9, and 14- 
p o in t  out th a t  t h i s  Word comes in t o  th e  w orld . I t s  coming 
c a l l s  men t o  d e c i s io n  fo r  or a g a in s t  God and e s t a b l i s h e s  Joh n 's  
dualism  o f d e c i s io n  (v e r se s  11, 12, and 1 3 ) .  The Word t r u l y  
becomes f l e s h  (v e r se  1 4 ) .  The l i f e  o f  J e su s  i s  n o t  tr a n sp a r e n t ,  
i . e .  D e i ty  i s  n o t o b v io u s . His g lo r y  i s  seen  on ly  by f a i t h  
(v e rse  1 4 ) .  Those o f  f a i t h  are His own (v e r s e s  12 and 1 3 ) ,  
and r e c e iv e  no e s o t e r i c  te a c h in g s  but accep t and overcome th e  
scan d a l o f  th e  In c a r n a t io n .
(48)  I b i d . ,  p . 6 2 .
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There i s  a se n se  in  which Bultmann*s p r e s e n ta t io n  
o f  th e  Fourth E v a n g e l i s t ' s  message o f  s a lv a t io n  appears as 
s a lv a t io n  by g n o s is ,  i . e .  a sen se  in  w hich  one i s  saved by 
know ledge, by th e  r e v e la t io n  o f  the Redeemer, inasmuch as 
t h i s  r e v e la t io n  s h a t t e r s  a l l  o f  men's own p o s i t io n s  and 
e v a lu a t io n s  and c a l l s  them to  d e c i s io n .  T h is  s h a t te r in g  
knowledge i s  not a g n o s is  th a t  g iv e s  e s o t e r i c  in fo rm a tio n  about 
th e  way t o  a ch iev e  s a l v a t io n ,  but i t  i s  a g n o s is  t h a t ,  in  
s h a t te r in g  t h e i r  s e c u r i t y ,  makes men f r e e  t o  accep t s a lv a t io n .  
Only by b e in g  th e  n e g a t io n  o f  human s e l f - a s s e r t i o n  can such  
r e v e la t io n  be "the a f f ir m a t io n  and f u l f i lm e n t  o f  human lo n g in g  
fo r  l i f e ,  f o r  tr u e  r e a l i t y " .
We may fu r th e r  se e  th a t  Bultmann's p r e s e n ta t io n  o f  
th e  Fourth E v a n g e l i s t ' s  lo g o s  d o c tr in e  in  terms o f  G nostic  
redem ption m ythology p o in ts  to  an elem ent found in  th e  Fourth  
Gospel which i s  m iss in g  in  th e  Logos d o c tr in e  o f  P h i lo ,  v i z .  
th e  s o t e r i o l o g i c a l  and r e v e la to r y  fu n c t io n s  o f  th e  Logos.
As we have a lrea d y  n oted  P h ilo  c o n ce n tra te s  p r im a r ily  on th e  
Logos as c r e a to r  and p r ese rv er  o f  the w o r ld , whereas S t .J o h n 's  
Logos d o c t r in e ,  whether or not i t  i s  as dependent upon G nostic  
redem ption mythology as Bultmann con ten d s, c o n ta in s  c le a r  
elem ents o f  s o t e r io lo g y  and r e v e la t io n .  In  t h i s  r e s p e c t  the  
Fourth Gospel dem onstrates a departure from P h iIo n ic  in f lu e n c e  
and an a f f i n i t y  to  G n ostic ism  or to  th e  Jew ish  f ig u r e  o f  
Wisdom.
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Bultmann*s whole p r e s e n ta t io n  d e a ls  w ith  th e  Logos 
d o c tr in e  in  such  a way as t o  develop  i t s  meaning fo r  men. He 
does n o t touch  on th e  r e l a t i o n  o f  th e  Logos t o  God, T h erefo re ,  
i f  we ask how does Bultmann* s treatm ent o f  th e  Logos d o c tr in e  
a f f e c t  th e  n o t io n  o f  God's tr a n sc e n d e n c e , we are g iven  
l i t t l e  h e lp .  He in t e r p r e t s  S t ,  Joh n 's  u se  o f  G n ostic  mybhs 
by d em yth o log iz in g  them, by in te r p r e t in g  them in  terms o f  
human e x i s t e n c e .  For example, he i s  not concerned about th e  
Word's pre-e^dLstence; he w ish es  on ly  t o  say what t h i s  means 
f o r  us th a t  th e  Word i s  o f  a b so lu te  d e c i s i v e  s ig n i f ic a n c e *  
S t i l l ,  in  h is  in t e r p r e t a t io n  o f  S t ,  Joh n 's  Logos d o c tr in e ,  
Bultmann does not e l im in a te  a l l  m y th o lo g ic a l  s ta te m e n ts ,  as  
may be seen  by p osing  th e  fo l lo w in g  q u e s t io n s .  What does i t  
mean to  say th a t  th e  Word comes from beyond? The bare fa c t  
o f  th e  r e v e l a t i o n  may w e l l  be th e  coming and go in g  o f  th e  
R ev e a ler ,  but where does he come from and where does he g o .to ?  
I f  t h i s  o n ly  means ' th e  d e c i s iv e  s i g n i f i c a n c e  o f  the Word', 
th en  why does Bultmann u se  m y th o lo g ic a l  sp eech  a t a l l ?  A gain , 
he says th a t  C h r i s t ia n i t y  agrees  w ith  G n ostic ism  th a t  
redem ption, even redem ption by G nosis, must come from o u ts id e  
th e  world and th a t  redem ption i s  out o f  th e  w o rld . Does not  
such a v iew  go beyond a s t r i c t l y  human q u estio n ?  Does i t  
not im ply a r e l a t i o n  th a t  cannot be exhausted  by d e s c r ip t io n  
in  terms o f  human e x is te n c e ?  Can such d e s c r ip t io n  do j u s t i c e  
to  th e  n o t io n  o f  a tra n scen d en t God who has r e l a t i o n s  w ith  th e
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world th a t  he tran scen d s?  A l l  o f  th e s e  q u e s t io n s  lea d  
us to  ask a more embracing q u e s t io n - -  "What i s  an act  o f  
God?" "Does an act o f  God n e c e s s a r i ly  im ply  som ething  
coming from 'beyond' or ' o u ts id e  o f  the world*? We do not  
purpose to  d is c u s s  t h i s  p o in t  h ere , but we may n o te  th a t  
Bultmann's treatm ent o f  th e  Fourth E v a n g e l i s t ' s  Logos 
d o c tr in e  s e r v e s  t o  p o in t  out th e  n e c e s s i t y  o f  our c o n s id e r ­
in g  th e  s i g n i f i c a n c e  o f  th e  n o t io n  o f  an ac t  o f  God fo r  th e  
d o c tr in e  o f  God's transcend en ce when we r e a c h  our conclud­
ing  chapt e r .
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Chapter  14
THE LOGOS CHRISTOLOGY OF THE FOURTH GOSPEL
Now th a t  we have examined th e  va h io u s  meanings th a t  
l i e  (or may l i e )  behind th e  Fourth E v a n g e l i s t ' s  Logos 
d o c tr in e ,  we must t r y  t o  see  what he means to  convey by i t .  
We contend th a t  the w r ite r  o f the Fourth  Gospel makes use  
o f  a l l  fo u r  backgrounds. We have seen  th a t  an i n t e l l i g i b l e  
understanding  can be g iv e n  most o f  the P r o lo g u e 's  lo g o s
d o c tr in e  in  term s o f  th e  Old Testament c o n c e p t .o f  the 'Word
of the Lord*, and we concluded  th a t  th e  Logos d o c tr in e  o f  
the Prologue e x p r e s se s  t h i s  a c t iv e  meaning o f  the lo g o s  
p ro p h o r ik o s , i . e .  th e  id ea  o f  God's c r e a t iv e  Word which  
e x p r e s se s  His w i l l .
This thought (God's Logos) . . .  i s  n o t  m erely  a
meaning or p lan  v i s i b l e  in  th e  u n iv e r s e ;  i t  i s
a l s o  the c r e a t iv e  power by w hich  the u n iv e r se  
came in to  b e in g  and i s  s u s ta in e d  . . . .  I t  i s  God's
power in  a c t io n  as w e l l  as His th o u g h t .  This i s
th e  H ebraic elem ent to  P h i l o ' s  th o u g h t ,  and i t  i s  
s tro n g er  in  John's.v^J
A gain , i n  th e  s e c t i o n  d e a l in g  w ith  th e  Old Testament 
f ig u r e  o f  Wisdom, we saw the s i m i l a r i t i e s  Wisdom bears both
to  P h i l o ' s  f i g u r e  o f th e  Logos and to  t h a t  of th e  Fourth
E v a n g e l i s t .  We e s p e c i a l l y  n oted  th e  c lo s e n e s s  of th ou ght  
con cern in g  th e  Wisdom o f  God as an h y p o s ta s is  and th e  B eing
(1) Dodd, 0 . H . , The I n t e r p r é t â t ion  o f  the Fourth
G o sp e l, p .277
(2 ) I b i d . , p .2 7 7
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o f  th e  Logos, co n cern in g  th e  c r e a t iv e  fu n c t io n s  o f  Wisdom 
and o f  th e  L ogos, and con cern in g  the su b o rd in a tio n  o f  both  
f ig u r e s  to  God.
We fu r th e r  observed in  the G nostic  redem ptive myth a 
s i m i l a r i t y  between the G nostic 'R edeem er', and th e  Logos 
o f  the Fourth  G ospe l. P a r t ic u la r  p o in ts  o f  s i m i l a r i t y  
in v o lv ed  the n o t io n s  o f  s o t e r i o lo g y  and r e v e l a t i o n .
However, our most d e t a i l e d  study concerned the te a c h in g  
o f P h i lo .  T his was so  because P h i lo  to o k  over and en larg ed  
th e  t e a c h in g s  con cern in g  'Wisdom' and ' th e  Word o f  th e  L ord ',  
and may even  have been  f a m i l ia r  w ith  th e  G n ostic  m ythology  
o f  redem ption . Our trea tm en t o f  the id e a s  of Wisdom, Word o f  
th e  Lord, and G n ostic ism  have shown, th e n , th e  s i m i l a r i t i e s  
and d i s s i m i l a r i t i e s  each o f  th e s e  th r e e  f i g u r e s  bears to  th e  
Logos d o c tr in e  o f  P h i lo ,  and what we purpose to  do nov/ i s  
dem onstrate p o in ts  o f  co n n ec t io n  between th e  P h i lo n ic  Logos 
d o c tr in e  and t h a t  o f  the Fourth G ospel. We b eg in  by n o t in g  
f i v e  p o in ts  o f  s i m i l a r i t y  which C. H. Lodd c a l l s  to  our 
a t t e n t io n  -  ( l )  th e  e x is t e n c e  o f  the Logos in  th e  b eg in n in g ,
(2) th e  r o l e  of the Logos in  c r e a t io n ,  (3 )  th e  Logos as 
th e  m ediator o f  prayer between man and God, (4) th e  Logos 
as the R evea ler  o f God, and (5 ) the Logos as th e  Truth
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(a le th in o n  in  S t .  John and ' r e a l  as d i s t in g u is h e d  from
O )
phenomenal* in  P h i l o ) .
Dodd a ls o  c i t e s  P h i lo n ic  p a r a l l e l s  to  the f o l lo w in g  
s ta tem en ts  o f  the P ro lo gu e . ( l )  ' In  th e  b eg in n in g  was the  
Word* ( c f .  De O p if, 1 7 .2 4 ) ,  (2 ) 'th e  Word was w ith  God'
( o f .  Quod Peu8 , 31)> (3 )  ' th e  Word was God' ( c f .  Pe Somn. 
1 .2 2 9 - 3 0 ) ,  (4 )  ' a l l  th in g s  were made by Him* ( c f .  Pe Cher.
1 2 7 ) ,  ( 5 ) * In Him was l i f e *  ( c f .  Pe Fuga. 97 ; Pe p o st
68 - 6 9 ) ,  (5 )  ' The l i f e  was th e  l i g h t  o f men* ( c f .  Pe Somn.
1 .7 5 ;  Pe O p if . 33; Pe Oonf. 6 0 -6 3 ) ,  (7 )  ' to  a l l  who 
r e c e iv e d  him he gave power to  become c h i ld r e n  o f  God' ( c f .  
Pe Oonf. 1 4 5 -7 ) ,  ( 8 ) 'No one has ever seen  God; th e  on ly  
Son, who i s  in  th e  bosom o f  th e  F a th er , he has made Him 
known. ( o f .  Pe Oonf. 97
However, p a r a l l e l  s ta tem en ts  do not dem onstrate a f f i n i t y  
so s t r o n g ly  as does s i m i l a r i t y  o f  meaning betw een th e  two 
c o n te n t s ,  and i t  i s  in  h i s  in t e r p r e t a t io n  o f  th e  Prologue  
th a t  Podd argues most c o n v in c in g ly  th a t  i t  should be read  
in  the l i g h t  o f  P h i lo n ic  te a c h in g .  We have se e n  th a t  Podd 
r e j e c t s  the sim ple e x p la n a t io n  o f th e  P r o lo g u e 's  f ig u r e  o f
(3 )  Podd, 0. H . , The I n te r p r e ta t io n  o f  the Fourth
G o sp e l, pp,71f.
(4) I b i d . ,  p p .2 7 6 f .
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th e  Logos as based e n t i r e l y  upon Old Testament th ou gh t,
inasmuch as Old Testament thought f a i l s  to  prov id e  an
adequate p rep a ra t io n  fo r  the phrases -  ' th e  Word was God*
(5)
and ' the Word became f l e s h * .  As regard s the Jew ish  id ea  o f  
the 'Word o f  the Lord* , Dodd judges :
. . .  to  th in k  o f  a 'word* in  an yth in g  l i k e  the  
Old Testament s e n se  of the term , b e in g  in c a r n a te d ,  
i s  so ex trem e ly  d i f f i c u l t  th a t  we are j u s t i f i e d  in  
r a i s i n g  the q u e s t io n  whether some o th er  meaning o f  
lo g o s  would not e a se  th e  m atter . The sta tem en t th a t  
the Word was God, i f  'word* be taken  in  i t s  Old 
Testament se n se  i s  e q u a l ly  d i f f i c u l t  ; and even i f  
f o r  'word* we understand 'Torah* (which would be 
l e g i t im a t e )  the d i f f i c u l t y  i s  n o t  g r e a t l y  r e l i e v e d .
In a Jew ish  m i l i e u , determ ined by r e f e r e n c e  to  th e  
Old T estam ent, the sta tem en t th a t  th e  Torah i s  God 
cou ld  s c a r c e ly  f in d  a hom ei^)
F u rth er , ev en  though he adm its t h a t  the c o n tr ib u t io n s  o f
th e  Wisdom W riters  "provide a kind o f  m atr ix  in  which th e  id ea
o f  in c a r n a t io n  might be shaped", Dodd argues th a t  we are fa r
from an yth in g  t h a t  co u ld  j u s t i f y  th e  a s s e r t i o n  th a t  th e  Word 
(7 )
was God. Dodd a g re es  th a t  i n  the n in th  ch ap ter  o f  the Wisdom 
of Solomon the t r a n s i t i o n  from God to  Wisdom i s  alm ost 
im p e r c e p t ib le ,  but he adds ;
At th e  same t im e , though Wisdom i s  th e  e ikon  o f  
God, th e  apaugasma o f  e t e r n a l  l i g h t ,  and so f o r t h ,  (8 )  
such a sta tem en t as Theos en o sop h ia  i s u n th in k a b le .
(5) Dodd, 0. H . , The I n te r p r e ta t io n  o f  th e  Fourth
G o sp e l,p p .2 7 3 f f .
(6 ) I b i d . ,  p . 273 —
(7) I b i d . , p . 275
(8) I b i d . , p . 275, n o te  1
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On th e  other hand, a s  we saw in  an e a r l i e r  ch a p ter ,
P h i lo  d i s t i n g u i s h e s  between God's younger son , the kosmos 
a i s t h e t o s  and God's e ld e r  son , the kosmos n o e t o s . F u rth er ,  
we p o in te d  out t h a t ,  accord in g  to P h i lo ,  in  th e  a c t  o f  
c r e a t io n  God sent out h i s  younger so n , k eep in g  h i s  e ld e r  one 
'by Him'. Dodd argues t h a t  t h i s  ' e ld e r  son ' i s  what John 
means by the Word which was ' i n  the b eg in n in g  w ith  God'. To 
c a l l  t h i s  Word The os does make s e n s e ,  Dodd co n ten d s , f o r  
" . . .  th e  term Theos i s  p ro p er ly  a p p lied  to the P h i lo n ic  lo g o s ,
w h ile  th e  term o Theos i s  re serv ed  fo r  th e  Pons d e i t a t i s ^ — —  —
( pege to u  lo g o u )" . Dodd p o in ts  out t h a t  the Torah, or Word
or Wisdom might be c a l l e d  ' d i v i n e ' ( Theou or T h e io s ) , but th a t
i t  i s  most improbable th a t  th e y  would be termed T heos; whereas
the P h i lo n ic  in t e r p r e t a t io n  o f  the f i r s t  d i f f i c u l t  phrase
(10 )
ren d ers  i t  m ea n in g fu l.
Dodd adm its th a t  no d e f i n i t e  a n tec ed en t  to  the second  
d i f f i c u l t  p h rase , ' th e  Word became f l e s h ' ,  can be found in  
e i t h e r  Jew ish  or P h i lo n ic  t e a c h in g .  He a l s o  adm its th a t  
'Wisdom' which ' p a s s e s  in t o  men's s o u ls  making them fr ie n d s  
o f  God' may be a 'p o s s i b l e  so u rce , but h i s  own o p in io n  i s  th a t
( 9 ) Dodd, G. H , , The I n te r p r e ta t io n  o f  the Fourth
Gospe l , p . 280
(1 0 )  I b i d . ,  p . 280 -----
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the P h i lo n ic  Logos i s  as good a p rep a ra tio n  fo r  th is  
a s s e r t io n  as a n y ,
. . .  i t  seems th a t  the id ea  o f  a d iv in e  h y p o s t a s i s ,  
which i s  the very  thought o f  God, embodying i t s e l f ,  
as i t  w ere, in  t h i s  v i s i b l e  w orld , and so  in  a sen se  
'becoming* the l i f e  which i s  the r e a l i t y  o f  the  
u n iv e r se  and the l i g h t  o f  men i s  a f i t t i n g  s u b je c t  
fo r  the p r o p o s it io n  o log os  sarks e g e n e to . which  
s t a t e s  th a t  t h i s  same h y p o s ta s is  now embodied i t s e l f  in  a 
human in d iv id u a l ,  and so  'became f l e s h '
Dodd's p o s i t i o n ,  th en , i s  th a t  e x c e p t  fo r  th e  a s s e r t io n  o f
the Word's becoming f l e s h ,  the Prologue i s  i n t e l l i g i b l e  when
the Logos th e r e in  i s  understood  as b ea r in g  a 'meaning s im i la r
( 1 2 )
to  th a t  which i t  bears in  S to ic ism  as m o d if ied  by P h i l o ' .  
Indeed , Dodd s t r o n g ly  a s s e r t s :
I  conclude th a t  the su bstance  o f  a L o g o s-d o c tr in e  
s im i la r  to  th a t  o f  P h ilo  i s  p r e se n t  a l l  through the  
g o s p e l ,  and th a t  the use  o f  the a c t u a l  term lo g o s  in  the  
P ro log u e , in  a sen se  corresponding  to  t h a t  d o c t r in e ,  
though i t  i s  u n p a r a l le le d  in  the r e s t  o f  the g o s p e l ,  f a l l s  
r e a d i ly  in to  p la c e  I )
This i s  the c o n c lu s io n  which we a l s o  su p p o rt .  P h ilo  makes 
a s y n th e s i s  o f  Jew ish  and H e l l e n i s t i c  th o u g h t . He draws upon
(1 1 )  Dodd, 0 .  H .,  The I n te r p r e ta t io n  o f  the Fourth
^  WI I.imi, I     —  flPT B —  h ,  ............................... ....................Go s p e l ,  p . 281
(1 8 )  I b i d . ,  p .880
( 1 3 )  I b i d . ,  p . 279
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the Jew ish  id ea s  o f  Wisdom, Word and C re a tio n , and upon the  
p h i lo s o p h ic a l  system s o f  S to ic is m  and P la to n ism . Thus i t  i s  
th a t  we f in d  p r e s e n t  in  the Prologue many o f  the id eas o f  a l l  
o f  th e se  s o u r c e s ,  hut th ey  take on t h e i r  c l e a r e s t  u n d erstan d ­
in g  when in te r p r e te d  in  the l i g h t  o f  the system  o f  P h ilo  o r ,  
a t  l e a s t ,  one very  much l i k e  i t .
N othing can be more m is le a d in g  than to  en q u ire  whether  
the Johannine Logos i s  the Word o f  th e  Lord f a m i l ia r  
in  the Old T estam ent, or the P h i lo n ic  L ogos, who i s  
spoken o f  as a "second God"; fo r  P h ilo  had h im s e l f  
e f f e c t e d  the com bination  o f  the Old Testament "Word" 
w ith  the S t o ic  "Logos"(^4)
A gain , we need not contend f o r  a l i t e r a r y  dependence
between the author o f  the Prologue and P h i lo .  Dodd i s  co n te n t  to
argue fo r  a P h i lo n ic  in f lu e n c e  th a t  would be p e r c e p t ib le  to  any
one in f lu e n c e d  by the thought o f  H e l l e n i s i t i c  Judaism d ir e c t  or  
(15 )
a t  a remove. In the same v e in ,  W illiam  Sanday, a f t e r  h i s
i n v e s t i g a t i o n  o f  the r e la t io n  o f  P h i lo n ic  id ea s  to  th o se  o f
S t .  John in  which he n oted  f i v e  major p o in ts  o f  comparison but
(16 )
found an absence o f  P h i lo n ic  'ca tc h w o rd s ' ,  co n c lu d es:
(1 4 )  Temple, W illia m , Readings in  S t .  John's G o sp e l, ( F i r s t
S e r ie s  : Chapters I-X II)', p . 4
(1 5 )  Dodd, op. c i t . ,  p . 277
(1 6 )  Sand ay , W illia m , The C r i t ic is m  o f  the Fourth G o sp e l,
pp. 189-1%
-356-
I f  we ask o u r se lv e s  w hether th ey  ( p a r a l l e l s  between  
P h ilo  and S t .  John) n e c e s s a r i l y  imply l i t e r a r y  
d ep en dence. J  th in k  we should have to  answer in  the  
ne gat iv e  '
I  b e l i e v e  th a t  th ere  i s  a connexion between Greek, 
or H e l l e n i s t i c ,  s p e c u la t io n  and the Fourth  G ospel.
But I  can co n ce iv e  o f  t h i s  b e s t  through the media  
o f  p e r so n a l  in te r c o u r se  and co n tr o v ersy
Having n o te d , th e n , the meanings which l i e  behind the
Logos d o c tr in e  o f  the Fourth G ospel, l e t  us now see  what i s
meant by t h i s  d o c tr in e  in  the Fourth Gospel i t s e l f .  The Greek
term lo g o s  has what has been c a l l e d  a ' fo r tu n a te  a m b ig u ity ' ,
i . e .  i t  combines the meanings o f  lo gos  e n d la th e to s  and lo g o s  
(19)
p ro p h o r ik o s . We have seen  th a t  the lo g o s  e n d ia th e to s  
conveys the S t o ic  meaning o f  the reason  th a t  l i e s  behind the  
world ju s t  as reason  l i e s  behind o n e 's  words o f  sp eech . Thus, 
the P ro lo g u e 's  Logos d o c tr in e  seeks to c la im  f o r  Jesus the  
i n d e n t i f i c a t i o n  w ith  the reason  pervad ing  th e  u n iv e r s e  and 
g iv in g  purpose and r e a l i t y  to i t #  At the same t im e , the  
Johannine Logos conveys the meaning a tta c h e d  to the n o t io n  o f  
lo g o s  p ro p h o r ik o s , i . e .  the id ea  o f  an u t t e r e d  word. T h is ,
(17) 8 anday, W illia m , The O r it io ism  o f  the Fourth G o sp e l,
p. 191
(1 8 )  I b i d . ,  p . 198
(19) Dodd, op. c i t . ,  p . 263
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in  c o sm o lo g ic a l  th ou gh t, r e fe r s  to  the a c t i v i t y  o f  God, the 
c r e a t iv e  nature o f  God. R. H. L ig h t fo o t  has ex p ressed  t h i s  
p o in t  as f o l lo w s :
The importance o f  t h i s  word (Logos) f o r  h i s  ( S t .
J o h n 's )  purpose i s  th a t  in  the Greek language i t
means b oth  reason , i . e .  som ething th o u gh t, some­
th in g  e x i s t i n g  in  the mind, and a ls o  sp eec h , som ething
d ir e c t e d  outward 1^6)
P h ilo  most c e r t a i n ly  a ttach ed  both  meanings to the term  
lo g o s  when he spoke o f  G o d 's  Logos as (1 )  the kosmos n o e t o s , 
and as (2 )  the instrum ent o f  c r e a t io n ,  as th e  'maker* o f  
p a r t i c u la r  th in g s ;  and we need not doubt th a t  S t .  John a ls o  
a tta c h e s  both  meanings to  h i s  use  o f  the term . Jesus as the  
Logos i s  the Reason behind the u n iv e r se  (w ith  God in  the  
b eg in n in g )  and the instrum ent o f  c r e a t io n  ( a l l  th in g s  wore made 
by Him). Here, we see  S t .  John making u se  o f  P h i lo ' s  s y n th e s i s  
o f  the Greek and Jew ish  elem ents which l i e  behind the term  
lop;o3.
Let us now ask why the Fourth E v a n g e l i s t  makes u se  o f  the 
Logos d o c t r in e .  Is  i t  s im p ly  an a p o lo g e t ic  d e v ic e  or  i s  th ere  
a d eep er , more e s s e n t i a l ,  co n n ec t io n  between Jesus and the  
Logos? L ig h t fo o t  appears to  see  the Logos d o c tr in e  in  S t .
( 20)  L ig h t fo o t ,  R . H S t .  John's G ospel: A Commentary,
358-
John's Gospel as a 'p o in t  o f  co n ta c t  ' w ith  n o n -O h r is t ia n s .
I t  i s  n o t ic e a b le  t h a t  S t .  John does n o t  e x p la in  the  
word 'L o g o s ';  c l e a r l y  he assumes th a t  h is  readers  
w i l l  understand  the meaning which he w ish es  to  convey  
by u s in g  i t ;  but as a r e s u l t  o f  i t s  d iv e r s e  o r i g i n ,  
the word would no doubt convey d i f f e r e n t  shades o f  
meaning to  d i f f e r e n t  readers(.21)
Such a s ta tem en t might seem to  mean th a t  S t .  John's u se  o f
the Logos d o c tr in e  was s imply to  gain  a h ea r in g  from peop le
who would a t ta c h  some shade o f  meaning to  the term lo g o s .  But
we may wonder i f  t h i s  i s  a l l  th a t  can be s a id  f o r  S t .  John's
Logos d o c t r in e .  Indeed , L ig h t fo o t  h im s e l f  appears to  su g g e s t
a more profound co n n ect io n  when he says : " R ig h tly  u n d erstood ,
the L ord's m ih is t r y  i s ,  as i t  were, the r e l a t i o n s ,  w r i t t e n
(22)
s m a ll ,  o f  the Logos w ith  mankind."
Dodd makes t h i s  same p o in t  in  h is  d i s c u s s io n  con cern in g  
which v e r se s  o f  the Prologue r e f e r  to  Jesus and which r e f e r  to  
the p r e - e x i s t e n t  L ogos. He examines each v er se  in  regard to  
b oth  p o s s ib le  r e f e r e n t s  and f in d s  th a t  the answer i s  n o t one 
o f  e x t e n s io n ,  e . g .  v e r s e s  1-4  and 9 -13  r e f e r  t o  the co sm ica l  
Logos w h ile  verses  5 -8  and 1 4 f f .  r e f e r  to  the in carn ate  Logos ; 
ra th e r  he f in d s  th a t  th e  meaning o f  the Prologue i s  to be
(2 1 )  L ig h t f o o t ,  R . H .,  S t .  John's G ospel: A Commentary, p . 52
(22) I b i d . ,  p . 81 -------------------------  -------------------
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u nderstood  in  terms o f  d ep th . There are two l e v e l s  to  each
id e a ,  one r e f e r r in g  to  the co sm ica l Logos and one to the
(23)
in ca rn a te  L ogos.
The Logos became the sarks or human n atu re  which He 
b o r e .  The l i f e  o f  Jesus ^  the h i s t o r y  o f  the Logos, 
as in c a r n a te ,  and t h i s  l i f e  must b e ,  upon the stag©  
o f  l im it e d  t im e , th e  same th in g  as th e  h i s t o r y  o f  
the Logos in  p er p e tu a l  r e la t io n s  w ith  man and the  
w o rld . Thus n o t o n ly  v er se s  1 1 -1 3 , but the whole 
passage from v erse  4 ,  i s  a± once an accoun t o f  the  
r e la t io n s  o f  the Logos w ith  th e  w orld , and an account  
o f  the m in is t r y  o f  Jesus C h r is t ,  which in  every  
e s s e n t i a l  p a r t i c u la r  reproduces th o se  r e la t io n s  . . . .  
The e v e n ts  o f  th e  l i f e  o f  Jesus are s e m e ia , in  the  
l a s t  r e s o r t ,  ju s t  b ecause in  them the Logos became 
f l e s h .  The g o sp e l  i s  a record  o f  a l i f e  which  
e x p r e sse s  the e t e r n a l  thought o f  God, the meaning o f  
the u n iv e r se  .04 )
Furtherm ore, accord in g  to  both  E .  F. S c o t t  and Dodd, t h i s  
i d e n t i f i c a t i o n  o f  Jesus w ith  the Logos, i s  a m atter  o f  
r e c o g n it io n  and n ot s im p ly  o f  c o n tr iv a n c e .
The lo g o s  d o c tr in e  as John accep ted  i t  was o n ly  an 
attem pt . . .  to  d e f in e  by reason  a tr u th  which he had 
apprehended by f a i t h
The f a c t  th a t  many s c h o la r s  c o n s id e r  the Prologue to  be o f  
a d i f f e r e n t  au th o rsh ip  than the body o f  th e  Fourth  Gospel does
(23) Dodd, op . c i t . ,  p . 233
(24) I b i d . ,  p . 284
(2 5 ) S c o t t ,  B . F The Fourth G o sp e l; I t s  purpose and
The ology , p'Tïëo
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no t  g r e a t ly  concern us h e r e .  Nor would i t  m atter  very  much 
i f  the Prologue were penned and added a f t e r  th e  r e s t  o f  the  
G ospel. One p o in t  th a t  most sc h o la r s  agree upon i s  th a t  the 
id eas  in  the Prologue reappear in  th e  body o f  the G ospel,  
though a d m itted ly  n o t under the word l o g o s .
We might put i t  th u s ,  th a t  the Prologue i s  an account  
o f  the l i f e  o f  Jesus under the form o f  a d e s c r ip t io n  
o f  the e t e r n a l  Logos in  i t s  r e l a t i o n  w ith  the world  
and w ith  man, and the r e s t  o f  the G ospel an account o f  
the Logos under the form o f  a record  o f  the l i f e  o f  
Jesu s;  and the p r o p o s it io n  o logos  sark s egen eto  
binds the two to g e th e r ,  b e in g  a t  th e  same time tïïe  
f i n a l  r e l a t i o n  o f  the Logos to  man and h i s  w orld , and 
a summary o f  the s ig n i f i c a n c e  o f  th e  l i f e  o f  J e s u s  (26)
The s i m i l a r i t y  o f  the P ro logu e's  Logos d o c tr in e  to the
account o f  the l i f e  o f  Jesus i s  due to  r e c o g n it io n  r a th e r  than
c o n tr iv a n c e ,  we have s a i d .  The E v a n g e l i s t  s t a r t e d  w ith  Jesus
and reco g n ized  in  him the meaning o f  the whole u n iv e r s e ,  i . e .
recogn ized  th a t  in  t h i s  man was the Logos in c a fn a te .  The
E v a n g e l i s t  s a y s .  In e f f e c t ,  l e t  us assume th a t  the cosmos
e x h ib i t s  a d iv in e  meaning which c o n s t i t u t e s  i t s  r e a l i t y .  I
w i l l  t e l l  you what th a t  meaning i s  : i t  was embodied in  the
(27)
l i f e  o f  J e su s ,  which I  w i l l  now d e s c r ib e " .  I f ,  as may be the
(2 6 )  Dodd, op . c i t . ,  p . 285
(27 ) I b i d . ,  p . 285
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c a s e ,  the P ro logu e, whether i t  be penned by the Fourth  
E v a n g e l i s t  or someone e l s e ,  was added a f t e r  th e  body o f  the  
G ospel, then  the case  f o r  contend ing  th a t  th e  d e p ic t io n  o f  
Jesus in  terms o f  the Logos d o c tr in e  i s  a r e s u l t  o f  r e c o g n it io n  
ra th e r  than  co n tr iv a n ce  becomes even s t r o n g e r ,  fo r  then i t  
would be im p o ss ib le  to accuse th e  Fourth E v a n g e l i s t  o f  
d e l i b e r a t e l y  c o lo u r in g  the l i f e  o f  Jesus s im p ly  fo r  a p o lo g e t ic  
p u r p o se s .  On th e  co n tr a ry , i t  would o f f e r  s tr o n g  p ro o f th a t  
he reco g n ized  in  Jesus the Logos 'w r it t e n  s m a l l* ,  and th a t  he 
sought to  share t h i s  r e c o g n it io n  by means o f  th e  Logos d o c tr in e .
Now, th a t  su ch  a r e c o g n it io n  can o n ly  take p la c e  in  f a i t h  we 
may g r a n t .  We may a l s o  say  w ith  Bultmann th a t  t h i s  r e c o g n it io n  
means th a t  Jesus i s  o f  u l t im a te  s i g n i f i c a n c e  f o r  u s .  Indeed , 
as e a r ly  as 1876, Godet seems to  make t h i s  v ery  p o in t  when he 
says :
. . .  i t  i s  ea sy  to  understand why John has p la ced  t h i s  
prologue a t  the head o f  h i s  n a r r a t iv e .  F a i th  i s  n o t  
f a i t h ,  th a t  i s  to  s a y ,  a b so lu te  or w ith o u t  a f t e r ­
th ou gh t, u n le s s  i t  has fo r  i t s  o b je c t  th a t  beyond Which 
i t  i s  im p o ss ib le  to  go
However, does n ot the Fourth E v a n g e l i s t  say  more than  
Bultmann when the l a t t e r  a llow s o n ly  th a t  Jesus r e v e a ls  th a t  he
(2 8 )  Godet, F . ,  Commentary on th e  G ospel o f  S t .  John,
V o l .  I ,  p . 404
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i s  the r e v e a le r  and th a t  he i s  o f  u l t im a te  s i g n i f i c a n c e  fo r  
men, c a l l i n g  them to  d ec id e  fo r  or a g a in s t  h i s  c la im  to  be the  
f i n a l ,  f u l l  r e v e a le r ?  I f  what we have been sa y in g  i s  t r u e ,  does  
n o t the Fourth E v a n g e l i s t  say  th a t  the r e v e a le r ,  who i s  indeed  
u lt im a te  and who evokes d e c i s i o n ,  i s  the Logos o f  God? Does 
he n o t  t e l l  us som ething o f  J e su s - -  that the Jesus in  h i s t o r y  
i s  the p r e - e x i s t e n t  Logos 'w r i t t e n  s m a l l '?  Does t h i s  n o t mean 
th a t  ju s t  as the l i f e  o f  C h r is t  i l lu m in e s  the P ro lo g u e 's  d o c tr in e  
o f  th e  L ogos, so  does the Prologue shed l i g h t  upon the meaning 
o f  the l i f e  o f  C h r is t  and g iv e  one the key whereby to  understand  
the r e v e la t io n  o f  C h r is t  as p erc e iv ed  by the Fourth E v a n g e l i s t ,  
s im p ly  because the r e v e la t io n  i s ,  in d eed , i d e n t i c a l  to  the  
r e v e a le r ?
S t .  John's te a c h in g  i s  th a t  . . .  He who was the agent  
in  c r e a t io n  and s u s t a in s  and upholds the u n iv e r se  in  
b e in g  ( o f .  C o l, 1 : 1 7 ) ,  by H im self becoming p a rt o f  His 
c r e a t io n ,  showed what i s  the purpose and what are the  
p o s s i b i l i t i e s  o f  t h i s  realm or order o f  ' f l e s h ' ,  w hich  
should  be but has n o t  been s u b je c t  to i t s  M a k e r . , . .
Nor i s  i t  o n ly  or c h i e f l y  a m atter  o f  show ing. Through 
His in c a r n a t io n  and i t s  r e s u l t s  He w i l l  H im self  en ab le  
th o se  who, l i k e  H im se lf ,  are ' in  the f l e s h '  to  r e a l i z e  
th ia  purpose and th e se  p o s s i b i l i t i e s  .0 9 /
( 2 9 )  L i g h t f o o t ,  o p .  c i t . ,  p#84
-363'
I f  W0 answer the above q u e st io n s  a f f i r m a t iv e ly  then what 
the Logos d o c tr in e  o f  the Prologue e x p r e s se s  in  p h i lo s o p h ic a l  
and c o s m o lo g ic a l  term s, and what the Logos d o c tr in e  in  the  
body o f  the G ospel m a n ife s ts  in  the l i f e  o f  Jesu s g iv e s  some 
co n ten t to God's s e l f - r e v e l a t i o n ,  and i t  i s  to  one s p e c i f i c  
area o f  t h i s  c o n te n t  th a t  we now tu rn , v i z . ,  the meaning o f  the  
Logos d o c tr in e  fo r  the id e a  o f  God's tr a n sc e n d e n c e .
We have see n  t h a t  in  a l l  the a n teced en ts  to the Logos 
d o c tr in e  th ere  i s  an i n s i s t e n c e  upon God's transcendence*  The 
h y p o s ta t iz e d  'Word' or 'Wisdom' i s  always God's Word and God's 
Wisdom; th ey  are n o t  to  be co n sid ered  eq u a l to  God nor a su b ­
s t i t u t e  f o r  Him* F u rth er , in  P h i lo ,  the Logos i s  co n s id ered  to  
bea c r e a t io n  o f  God, His so n , and n ot the ' true  God* H im se lf .  
Thus, we may co n c lu d e , q u ite  f a i r l y  and s t r a ig h t fo r w a r d ly ,  th a t  
i f  th e  Logos o f  th e  Fourth Gospel bears the meaning o f  i t s  
foreshadow ing co u n terp a rts  then God tran scen d s the L ogos• But 
t h i s  answer i s  n o t f u l l y  adequate , fo r  we may w e l l  b e l i e v e  th a t  
the Fourth  G ospel makes a new a s s e r t io n ,  th ereb y  g iv in g  a new 
co n te n t  to  the term L ogos. Most New Testament s c h o la r s  do, 
in d eed , contend th a t  St* John makes an unp reced en ted  and 
form ative  a s s e r t io n  when he s a y s ,  "the Word became f l e s h " .
—3 —
• the o r i g i n a l i t y  o f  the E v a n g e l is t  c o n s i s t s  in  
u n i t in g  the O h r is t  o f  h i s t o r y  w ith  the id e a  o f  the 
Logos . • . #  (Sanday)pO )
That which i s  e s s e n t i a l  to  John's Logos has no p la ce  
and no meaning in  P h i lo ' s  -  namely, i t s  co n n ection  
w ith  the h i s t o r y  o f  s a lv a t io n  in  th e  Old Testam ent, 
and i t s  r e v e la t io n  in  the in c a r n a t io n .  In ca rn a tio n  
i s  an im p o ss ib le  thought fo r  the Logos o f  P h i lo .  
( G . E .  L athardt)fe l)
For P h i lo ,  as for  P la to ,  the p r in c ip le  o f  e v i l  i s  
m atter; and hence he cannot th in k  o f  making the  
Logos appear on the e a r th  in  a b o d i ly  form.
( G odot)cf2)
This e v e n t  (th e  in c a r n a t io n )  was the i n c lo s in g  o f  the  
u n iv e r s a l  Logos in  a sim ple d iv in e  human p e r s o n a l i ty ;  
and i t  was p r e c i s e l y  t h i s  s y n th e s is  o f  the in d iv id u a l  
w ith  the u n iv e r s a l  which gave to  C h r i s t ia n i t y  the  
dynamic which enabled  i t  to  overcome the w orld , eind 
to  w in the r e l i g i o u s  a l l e g ia n c e  o f  mankind.
( L ight fo o t  p 33 r
( th e  word became f l e s h )  . . .  i s  an e n t i r e l y  fr e s h  
e x p r e s s io n  .fo r  a f a c t  ex h v p o th e s i  unprecedented  and 
unique . . . 1 3 4 )  (Dodd) ------- --------------
. . .  i t  would be id le  to  loo k  fo r  any r e a l  a n t i c ip a t io n  
o f  the Johannine d o c tr in e  o f  in c a r n a t io n  . . . .  (Dodd)(35)
(30 ) Sunday, op. c i t . ,  p . 193
(3 1 )  L uthardt, G . E . ,  S t .  John's G o sp e l, V o l . I , p . 258
(3 2 )  Godet, op. c i t . ,  p .SsS
(3 3 )  L ig h t fo o t ,  op. c i t . ,  p . 56
(3 4 )  Dodd, op. c i t . ,  p . 273
(3 5 )  I b i d . ,  p . 275
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No w , i t  may be th a t  the id ea  o f  in c a r n a t io n  does have 
a foreshadow ing in  the an teced en ts  o f  G n ostic  redemptive  
m ythology, as Bultmann a rg u es . But even  i f  t h i s  be gran ted ,  
does t h i s  change the newness o f  Johannine th ou g h t, i . e .  th a t  
what 'came* was the Logos o f  God? The f a c t  o f  a redeem er's  
coming from the h ea v en ly  world to  r e v e a l  and to  gave may w e l l  
be known p r io r  to  the w r i t in g  o f  the P ro lo g u e , but what we 
are con ten d in g  f o r  here i s  the new co n te n t  o f  such  a 
s o t e r i o l o g i c a l  and r e v e la to r y  f ig u r e ,  i . e .  the i d e n t i f i c a t i o n  
o f  the 'redeem er' w ith  th e  Logos o f  God. What we now w ish  to  
know is  w hether or n o t the in c a r n a t io n  o f  the Logos g iv e s  a 
co n ten t to  the Logos d o c tr in e  o f  the Fourth G ospel th a t  i s  
n o t found in  the te a c h in g s  o f  Judaism and H ellen ism - To such  
an in q u ir y ,  I  th in k  we must say  y e s .  C e r ta in ly  the Logos as 
God's Reason, as the kosmos n oeto s  could  n ev er  become in ca rn a te  
in  P h i lo ' s  sy stem . I t  i s  j u s t  f o r  t h i s  reason  th a t  he 
d i s t in g u i s h e s  the immanent Logos from the Logos o f  the f i r s t  
two s t a g e s .  F u rth er , we have seen  th a t  the id e a  o f  a p a r t i c u la r  
embodiment o f  God's Wisdom or Word i s  most improbable in  the  
Jew ish  frame o f  r e f e r e n c e .  T h erefore , w hatever we say  about 
S t .  John's Logos, we must sa y  th a t  i t  i s  o f  a natu re  which  
a llo w s  i t s  in c a r n a t io n .  But does t h i s  n e c e s s i t a t e  a change in  
tho n o t io n  o f  God's transcend en ce?
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I t  would c e r t a in ly  appear to  d e l im i t  God's transcendence  
when we regard c la im s th a t  th e  o n ly  Son r e v e a ls  the F a th er , th a t  
He i s  one w ith  the F a th er , and th a t  whoever s e e s  Him se e s  the 
F a th er . However, th e se  cla im s must be s e t  b e s id e  sta tem en ts  where 
Jesus a t t r ib u t e s  to  the F ath er  a degree o f  g re a tn ess  n o t possessed  
by h im s e l f .  T h erefore , in  order to answer t h i s  q u e s t io n  we r e f e r  
qgain  to  the Prologue where the r e la t io n s  o f  Jesus and the Father  
are ex p ressed  p h i lo s o p h ic a l ly .
The answer we g iv e  w i l l  l a r g e ly  depend upon our i n t e r ­
p r e ta t io n  o f  two phrases - ' t h e  Word was w ith  God' and 'th e  
Word was God'. We have had o cc a s io n  to  n ote  th a t  Theos w ith ou t  
the a r t i c l e  means som ething s tr o n g e r  than ' d i v i n e ' ,  but some­
th in g  l e s s  s tr o n g  than 'God in  the fu ln e s s  o f  B e in g ' . Thus 
Temple says :
The term "God" i s  f u l l y  s u b s t a n t ia l  in  the f i r s t  c la u se  -  
pros ton Theon; i t  i s  p r e d ic a t iv e  and n o t  fa r  from 
a d j e c t i v a l  in  the second -  Theos en o l o g o s . Thus from 
the o u t s e t  we are to  understand t h a t  the Word has i t s  
whole b e in g  w ith in  D e i t y ,  but th a t  i t  does n o t exh au st  
the b e in g  o f  D e i t y .  O r,to  put i t  from the o th er  s i d e ,
God i s  e s s e n t i a l l y  s e I f - r e v e a l in g ;  but He i s  f i r s t  o f  
a l l  a S e l f  capab le  o f  b e in g  r e v e a le d .  This same Word, 
or S e l f - r e v e l a t i o n  i s  again  s a id  to  e x i s t  in  e s s e n t i a l  
r e la t io n s h ip  to  God.(36)
( 3 6 )  Temple ,  o p .  c i t . ,  p p . 4 f .
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He (C h r is t )  does n ot r e v e a l  a l l  th a t  i s  meant by the  
word God. There ev e r  remains the u n sea rch ab le  abyss  
o f  D e i t y .  But He r e v e a ls  what i t  v i t a l l y  concerns  
us to  know* He r e v e a ls  God as FatherJ[37)
Godet seems to  m ain ta in  a s im i la r  p o s i t i o n .  He contends
th a t  the e x p r e s s io n  pros ton  Theon den otes  the su b o rd in a tio n
o f  th e  Word and a t  the same time the f u l l  communion o f  God
(38)
w ith  Him. He says o f  the second p hrase . The os an o lo g o s  , 
th a t  :
John does n o t  say  o The os . .  • fo r  th ereb y  he would be 
a s c r ib in g  to  the Logos the t o t a l i t y  o f  d iv in e  e x i s t e n c e ,  
w hich would i d e n t i f y  the Logos and God, and c o n tr a d ic t  
the p reced in g  p r o p o s i t io n .  As l i t t l e  does he say  
T h e lo s , "The Logos was d iv in e " , -  an e x p r e s s io n  which  
would e f f a c e  the boundary between God and what i s  n o t  
God, and c o n tr a d ic t  Monotheism. The word The os .God, 
u sed  as an a t t r i b u t e ,  s im ply  e x p r e sse s  the n o t io n  o f  
k in d . I t  i s  an a d j e c t iv e  which, w h ile  m a in ta in in g  the  
p e r so n a l  d i s t i n c t i o n  between God and the Logos, 
a s c r ib e s  to  the l a t t e r  a l l  the a t t r ib u t e s  o f  the d iv in e  
e s s e n c e ,  in  o p p o s it io n  to  every  o th er  e s se n c e  which  
cou ld  have been a s s ig n e d  Him, e i t h e r  a n g e l ic  or human(39)
Dodd's p o s i t i o n  i s  l e s s  c l e a r ,  inasmuch as he does n ot t r e a t
d i r e c t l y  the r e l a t i o n  o f  the Logos to  tr a n sc e n d e n c e . However,
he does b r i e f l y  touch  on t h i s  s u b j e c t ,  and t h i s  may s u f f i c e ,
(37)  Temple, op . c i t . ,  p . 18
(38)  Godet, p . 332
(39)  I b i d . ,  p . 333
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at l e a s t ,  to  in d ic a te  h i s  p o s i t i o n .
Thus from another p o in t  o f  view the 'Logos* i s  God 
H im self  as r e v e a le d ;  i t  i s  in  a P au lin e  p h rase , to  
gnoston tou Theou, th a t  o f  God which i s  knowable; 
fo r  as P h ilo  puts i t ,  a l l  th a t  man can know o f  
u lt im a te  D e i ty  i s  His u p a r k s i s , the f a c t  th a t  He i s ;  
beyond t h a t ,  we know Him on ly  in  His lo g o s .  His 
thought which i s  the p r in c ip le  o f  r e a l i t y  in  the  
u n iv e r se  .(40 )
H ere, Dodd seems to  say  th a t  the in c a r n a t io n  o f  th e  Logos 
r e p e a ls  God H im self  and y e t ,  a t  the same t im e , th a t  o n ly  the  
' lo gos*  i s  r e v e a le d  in  the in c a r n a t io n .  Does t h i s  mean th a t  
the Logos i s  i d e n t i c a l  to  God? Not a t  a l l ,  f o r  Dodd here  
fo l lo w s  P h ilo  in  d i s t in g u is h in g  between God and the L ogos. Only 
'God as r e v e a le d ' i s  equated w ith  the L ogos. Thus i t  appears 
th a t  accord in g  to  Dodd's in te r p r e t a t io n  o f  the Fourth G o sp e l's  
d o c tr in e  o f  the Logos, w h ile  God i s  r e v e a le d  by the in ca rn a t io n  
o f  the Logos, s t i l l  He remains tr a n sc e n d e n t*
What h e lp ,  th en , can we r e c e iv e  from the Fourth  Gospel 
when we ask  to  what e x t e n t  i s  God tran scen d en t?  Is  the God o f  
the Fourth E v a n g e l i s t  e q u a l ly  tran scen d en t as the God o f  P h ilo ?  
More or l e s s  a c t iv e ?  More or l e s s  known? To th ese  q u e s t io n s ,
I th in k  we must answer th a t  the God o f  the Fourth G ospel i s
( 4 0 )  Dodd,  op .  c i t . ,  p . 277
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more a c t i v e ,  more s e l f - r e v e a l i n g  and l e s s  tr a n s c e n d e n t ,
These answers are based upon the c l o s e r  r e la t io n  o f  the  
Logos o f  the Fourth Gospel to  God, A ccording to  P h ilo  the  
Logos which i s  known by men and which i s  'God to  us men' i s  
the kosmos n o e t o s , and the r e la t io n  o f  the kosmos n o etos  to  
God i s  th a t  o f  a crea tu re  to  i t s  G re a te r . On the o th er  hand, 
the Fourth E v a n g e l i s t  c o n c e iv e s  o f  the Logos, which became 
in c a r n a te ,  as b e in g  som ething l i k e  the f i r s t  s ta g e  o f  the 
Logos, i . e .  the Logos as the mind o f  God, as b e in g  one w ith  
God's e s s e n c e .  This c lo s e r  r e l a t i o n  between God and His 
Logos, as His instrum ent o f  c r e a t io n ,  p ro v id en ce , s a lv a t io n  
and r e v e l a t i o n ,  means th a t  God i s  more r e v e a le d ,  more a c t iv e  
and l e s s  tr a n sce n d en t ,  fo r  accord in g  to  th e  Fourth  E v a n g e l i s t ,  
th ere  i s  a r e l a t i o n  o f  kind between God and His Logos, whereas 
accord in g  to  P h i lo ,  the r e la t i o n  between God and the kosmos 
n o eto s  i s  th a t  o f  a Creator to  His c r e a t i o n . This e x p r e ss io n  
o f  the r e l a t i o n  o f  kind between God and the In carn ate  Logos 
r e s u l t s  in  e x p r e s s in g  the id eas  th a t  God, H im se lf ,  a c t s ,  th a t  
God, H im se lf ,  i s  r e v e a le d  and th a t  God, H im se lf ,  i s  th e  God o f  
us men.
I f  we a sk , what do we know o f  God through the Fourth
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G osp el's  Logos d o c tr in e  then we may answer w ith  L ig h t fo o t  th a t  
we know o f  God's w i l l  and a c t io n  in  c r e a t io n  and o f  His w i l l  
and a c t io n  in  redem ption.
S t .  John's te a c h in g  i s  th a t  . . .  He who was the agent  
in  c r e a t io n  and s u s ta in s  and upholds the u n iv e r se  in  
b e in g  ( c f .  C o l . 1 :1V ), by H im self becoming p a rt  o f  His 
c r e a t io n ,  showed what i s  the purpose and what are the  
p o s s i b i l i t i e s  o f  t h i s  realm or order o f  ' f l e s h ' ,  which  
should  be but has n ot been su b je c t  to  i t s  Maker
Now, t h i s  te a c h in g  t e l l s  us n ot on ly  o f  God's w i l l  and 
purpose, but a l s o  o f  His a c t i v i t y .  Vfe argued in  an e a r l i e r  
ch ap ter  th a t  P h ilo  does not co n s id e r  the Logos to  be an 
in term ed iary  between a remote God and His c r e a t io n .  S t i l l  l e s s  
i s  the Logos o f  the Fourth G ospel to  be co n s id ered  sim ply  an 
in term ed ia ry . The c l o s e r  r e la t io n  between th e  Logos and God 
in  the Fourth G ospel o n ly  brings God c l o s e r  to  His c r e a t io n .
Ju st  as in  P h i lo ,  so  in  the Fourth G ospel, th ere  i s  an 
a b so lu te  absence o f  co sm o lo g ic a l  dualism# The o n ly  dualism  
ex p ressed  by the Fourth E v a n g e l i s t  i s  the dualism  o f  d e c i s io n  
which i s  occa s io n ed  by the in ca rn a tio n  o f  the Logos and made 
p o s s ib le  by man's endowment o f  freedom. A gain , in  the Fourth  
G ospel, as in  P h i lo ,  i t  i s  God who a c t s ,  and God's a c t io n .
( 4 1 )  L i g h t f o o t ,  o p .  c i t . ,  p . 84
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through the means o f  the Logos, i s  the e x p r e s s io n  o f  His 
own w i l l .  ( c f .  J e su s '  s ta tem en ts  con cern in g  'He who se n t  me ' ) .  
However, the God o f  the Fourth Gospel appears more a c t iv e  than  
P h i lo ' s  God inasmuch as the former i s  a c t iv e  n o t o n ly  in  
c r e a t io n  and providence but a l s o  in  r e v e la t io n  and redem ption, 
the two l a t t e r  p o in ts  showing more a f f i n i t y  to  G nosticism  than  
to  P h i l o .
F u rth er , ev ery  sta tem en t about J e su s '  power, w i l l  and work, 
must be seen  over a g a in s t  the s ta tem en ts  about the power, w i l l  
and work o f  'He who s e n t  me' .  This d i a l e c t i c  o f  v o l i t i o n  and 
m iss io n  p o in ts  most em p h a tic a l ly  to  the c l o s e r  r e la t io n  o f  the  
In carn ate  Logos to  God. God's w i l l ,  power and work are th ose  o f  
J e su s ,  and the w i l l ,  power and work o f  Jesus are those o f  God.
To be su r e ,  th ere  remains an elem ent o f  su b o rd in a tio n  in  regard  
to  the r e l a t i o n  o f  the Logos to  God, but l e s s  su b o rd in a tio n  than  
in  P h i lo .  To be su r e ,  God transcends the Logos, but n o t  so  much 
as P h ilo  would contend . To be su r e ,  the Logos o f  the Fourth  
G ospel i s  God's in stru m en t, but i t  i s  an instrum ent in  f u l l  
communion w ith  God, e x p r e ss in g  in  work and word the nature o f  
God, which natu re  i s ,  as Temple p o in ts  o u t ,  th a t  o f  a 'F a th e r ' .  
This i s  what i s  meant by the message and work o f  the Incarnate  
Logos o f  the tran scen d en t God : th a t  the Logos who i s  God's
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Instrum ent in  c r e a t in g  and governing  th e  u n iv e r se  i s  the  
same instrum ent who redeems the u n iv e r se  and r e v e a ls  God as 
F a th er . The Logos p o in ts  beyond i t s e l f  to  the tran scen d en t  
God, but i t  p o in ts  to  the God whose purpose , w i l l  and nature  
are l i k e  i t s  own, s in c e  there i s  f u l l  communion between the  
tra n scen d en t God and His Logos.
S E C T I O N  VI
CONCLUSIONS
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SECTION VI 
CONCLUSIONS
In  our i n v e s t i g a t i o n s  o f  t h e  i d e a  o f  t r a n s c e n d e n c e  
i n  t h e  th o u g h t  o f  c e r t a i n  t h e o l o g i a n s  and p h i l o s o p h e r s ,  we 
n o te d  t h a t  w h ereas a l l  o f  them d e fe n d e d  t h e  n o t i o n  o f  
t r a n s c e n d e n c e  t h e y  d id  n o t  a l l  a g r e e  c o n c e r n in g  a d o c t r i n e  
o f  t h e  t r a n s c e n d e n c e  o f  God. I n  o r d e r  t o  s e e  p o i n t s  o f  
agreem en t and d is a g r e e m e n t  we now p u rp o se  t o  lo o k  a t  some 
q u e s t i o n s  w h ich  have a r i s e n  i n  t h e  c o u r s e  o f  t h i s  s t u d y .
We s h a l l  n o t e  t h e  a n sw ers  g iv e n  or s u g g e s t e d  by our s e l e c t e d  
t h i n k e r s ,  a c c e p t i n g ,  r e j e c t i n g  and m o d ify in g  them  as we deem  
p r o p e r .  T h ese  q u e s t i o n s  may be grouped  i n t o  t h r e e  s e c t i o n s .
(1 )  How d o e s  one a r r i v e  a t  t h e  n o t i o n  o f  a t r a n s c e n d e n t  God?
(2 )  How can a t r a n s c e n d e n t  God be p r e s e n t  t o  men, and how 
can one know and sp eak  o f  a t r a n s c e n d e n t  God? (3 )  What d o es  
t h e  i d e a  o f  t r a n s c e n d e n c e  s e e k  t o  e x p r e s s  or  s a fe g u a r d  i n  
t h e  n a tu r e  o f  God?
I
T hroughout t h i s  s t u d y  we have en d ea v o u red  t o  s e e  th e  
t r e a t m e n t s  o f  t r a n s c e n d e n c e  i n  th e  c o n t e x t  o f  t h e  w h o le  o f  
e a c h  t h i n k e r ' s  t h o u g h t .  T h is  h as  n o t  meant t h a t  we have  
undenta]{en t o  p r e s e n t  t h e  w h ole  o f  e a c h  m an's  t h e o l o g y  or
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p h i l o s o p h y , b u t  t h a t  we have n o te d  how e a c h  m an's n o t i o n  
o f  t r a n s c e n d e n c e  f o l l o w s  from  h i s  b a s i c  a p p r o a ch  t o  t h e o l o g y  
or p h i l o s o p h y .  F u r th e r ,  t h e  men s e l e c t e d ,  w h i l e  show ing a 
common i n t e r e s t  i n  c e r t a i n  q u e s t i o n s ,  h ave em ployed  d i f f e r e n t  
a p p r o a ch es  i n  s e e k in g  t o  answ er t h e s e  q u e s t i o n s .  Thus i t  i s  
t h a t  our f i r s t  grou p  o f  q u e s t i o n s  s e e k s  t o  a sk  how ea ch  
t h i n k e r  a r r i v e s  a t  h i s  d o c t r i n e  o f  G od's t r a n s c e n d e n c e .
I t  may be f a i r l y  s a i d  t h a t  Mas c a l l  em p loys  a r a t i o n a l i s  -  
t i c ,  T h o m is t ic  a p p ro a ch , as h i s  g r e a t  i n t e r e s t  i n  t h e  argum ents  
o f  S t ,  Thomas A q u in as  t e s t i f i e s .  By su c h  an approach  he  
a r r i v e s  a t  t h e  n o t i o n  o f  a God who t r a n s c e n d s  t h e  w o r ld  n o t  
s im p ly  as a c r e a t o r  t r a n s c e n d s  h i s  c r e a t i o n ,  but a s  a s e l f ­
sub s i  s t e n t  b e in g  t r a n s c e n d s  a l l  o t h e r  b e in g s  w hose n a t u r e s
(!)
are  d ep en d en t  e x i s t e n c e ,  M a s c a l l ' s  m ethod i s  r a t i o n a l i s t
inasm uch  as i t  r e s t s  upon two b a s i c  p o i n t s .  F i r s t ,  he a r g u e s
t h a t  man has an ' i n t u i t i v e  power' t o  p e r c e i v e  t h a t  b e h in d
a l l  f i n i t e  e x i s t e n t s , w h ic h  are  s im p ly  p h enom en al, l i e s  a
b e in g  w h ic h  i s  n o t  f i n i t e ,  whose e x i s t e n c e  i s  n o t  g iv e n  b u t
(2 )
whose n a tu r e  i s  t o  e x i s t *  S e c o n d ly ,  he a r g u e s  t h a t  t h e r e
i s  a n e c e s s a r y  r e l a t i o n  b e tw e en  t h e s e  tw o k in d s  o f  e x i  s t e n t s ,
(3)
i . e .  he a r g u e s  t h a t  ' t h e  f i n i t e  i m p l i e s  i n f i n i t u d e ' .  In  
r e g a r d  t o  t h e  f i r s t  c o n t e n t i o n  we e x p r e s s e d  doubt t h a t  a l l
(1 )  M a s c a l l ,  He Who I s ,  p . 7 5 :  c f .  E x i s t e n c e  and A n a lo g y ,  
p p .7 5 - 8 7 .
(2 )  M a s c a l l ,  He Who I s ,  p p . 7 3 -8 7
(3 )  I h i d . ,  p p . 7 3 f . j  8 4 .
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m e n  a r e  a b l e  t o  ' i n t u i t '  t h e  i n f i n i t e  f r o m  f i n i t u d e ,  b u t
i n  r e g a r d  t o  t h e  s e c o n d  c o n t e n t i o n  w e  r e s e r v e d  o u r  j u d g e m e n t ,
T i l l i c h  m a k e s  u s e  o f  a n  o n t o l o g i c a l  a p p r o a c h  w h i c h
i n  t u r n  m a k e s  u s e  o f  e x i s t e n t i a l i s t  a n a l y s e s  o f  b e i n g .  U n l i k e
M a s c a l l ,  h e  d o e s  n o t  a r g u e  f r o m  f i n i t e  e x i s t e n t s  t o  a n
I n f i n i t e  O n e ,  t o  a  s e l f - s u b s i s t e n t  b e i n g ;  r a t h e r  h e  a s k e ,
( 4  )
" W h y  i s  t h e r e  b e i n g  a n d  n o t  n o t h i n g ? "  I n  s o m e  s e n s e ,  t h e n ,
h e  s e e m s  t o  a f f i r m  t h a t  b e i n g s  ' i m p l y ' ,  n o t  a n  I n f i n i t e  B e i n g ,
b u t  B e i n g - i t s e l f .  N o w ,  i t  m u s t  b e  c l e a r l y  n o t e d  t h a t  T i l l i c h
d o e s  n o t  b a s e  t h i s  ' i m p l i c a t i o n '  u p o n  r a t i o n a l  a r g u m e n t .  O n
t h e  c o n t r a r y ,  w e  h a v e  s e e n  t h a t  h e  c o n t e n d s  t h a t  m a n  i s
( 5 )
i i m n e d i a t e l y  a w a r e  o f  s o m e t h i n g  u n c o n d i t i o n a l .  I n  o t h e r  w o r d s ,
T i l l i c h  d o e s  n o t  a r g u e  f r o m  t h e  f i n i t e  t o  t h e  i n f i n i t e ,  b u t
i n  h i s  o n t o l o g i c a l  a n d  e x i s t e n t i a l i s t  a n a l y s e s ,  h e  d o e s  f i n d
( 6 )
t h a t  m a n  h a s  a n  a w a r e n e s s  o f  i n f i n i t y  i n  f i n i t u d e .  I t  
w o u l d  s e e m ,  t h e n ,  t h a t  t h e r e  i s  a  m e a s u r e  o f  a g r e e m e n t  b e t w e e n  
M a s c a l l  a n d  T i l l i c h ,  E v e n  t h o u g h  t h e  t e r m  ' i m p l i e s '  m e a n s  
f o r  M a s c a l l  m o r e  t h a n  i t  m e a n s  f o r  T i l l i c h  ( a c c o r d i n g  t o  
M a s c a l l  f i n i t u d e ' m o n s t r a t e s '  i n f i n i t y ) ,  b o t h  m e n  s e e m  t o  p e r ­
c e i v e  a  n e c e s s a r y  r e l a t i o n  b e t w e e n  f i n i t u d e  a n d  i n f i n i t y .
J a s p e r s  a l s o  m a k e s  u s e  o f  a n  o n t o l o g i c a l  a p p r o a c h  b a s e d
( 4 )  T i l l i c h ,  S y s t e m a t i c  T h e o l o g y ,  I *  p p . 1 8 1 ;  2 0 7 ,
( 5 )  T i l l i c h ,  T h e o l o g y  o f  C u l t u r e ,  p p .  2 2 :  2 6 .
( 6 ) I b i d , ,  p p , 2 2 ;  2 6
T i l l i c h ,  S y s t e m a t i c  T h e o l o g y ,  I ,  p p . 2 1 1 f , ;  2 2 8 f ,
T i l l i c h ,  S y s t e m a t i c  T h e o l o g y ,  I I ,  p * 8 .
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u p  o n  e x i s t e n t i a l  a n a l y s e s ,  a n d  t h e  s i m i l a r i t y  o f  t h o u g h t  
b e t w e e n  T i l l i c h  a n d  h i m s e l f  i s  u n m i s t a k a b l e *  I n  h i s  t r e a t ­
m e n t s  o f  t h e  c o n c e p t s  o f  r e a s o n  a n d  b o u n d a r y  s i t u a t i o n s ,  
J a s p e r s  e n d e a v o u r s  t o  i l l u m i n a t e  E x i s t e n t  s o  a s  t o  s h o w  t h a t  
i t  i s  p o s s i b l e  f o r  o n e  t o  a f f i r m  T r a n s c e n d e n c e *  I n  a  
b o u n d a r y  s i t u a t i o n  r e a s o n  f o u n d e r s ,  a n d  o n e  m a y  a f f i r m  t h e  
u l t i m a t e  n o t h i n g n e s s  o f  t h e  w o r l d  a n d  o f  E x i s t e n z  o r  o n e  m a y  
a f f i r m  t h a t  b e h i n d  t h e m  b o t h  t h e r e  i s  T r a n s c e n d e n c e  w h i c h  i s  
t h e i r  v e r y  g r o u n d *  A c c o r d i n g  t o  o u r  u n d e r s t a n d i n g ,  J a s p e r s '  
a n a l y s e s  d o  n o t  s e e k  t o  p r o v e  T r a n s c e n d e n c e  b u t  t o  s h o w  t h a t  
E x i s t  e n z  i s  s u c h  t h a t  o n e  m a y  b e  l e d  t o  t h e  p l a c e  w h e r e  h e  
m a y  a f f i r m  T r a n s c e n d e n c e *  T h i s  p o s s i b i l i t y  o f  a f f i r m i n g
T r a n s c e n d e n c e  c o n s t i t u t e s  t h e  e l e m e n t  o f  f a i t h  i n  J a s p e r s '
( 7 )
p h i l o s o p h i c  f a i t h ' * T h i s  p o s i t i o n  a g r e e s  w i t h  T i l l i c h ' s
p o s i t i o n  m o r e  t h a n  w i t h  t h a t  o f  M a s c a l l ,  a l t h o u g h  J a s p e r s '
i n s i s t e n c e  u p o n  f a i t h  s e e m s  t o  b e  e v e n  s t r o n g e r  t h a n  t h a t  o f
T i l l i c h  i n  v i e w  o f  T i l l i c h ' s  a s s e r t i o n  c o n c e r n i n g  m a n ' s
i m m e d i a t e  a w a r e n e s s  o f  t h e  u n c o n d i t i o n a l *  A g a i n ,  t h e  n a t u r e
o f  G o d  a s  s e e n  b y  J a s p e r s  i s  r e m a r k a b l y  s i m i l a r  t o  T i l l i c h ' s
p o s i t i o n *  G o d  i s  n o  t h i n g , e v e n  a n  i n f i n i t e  t h i n g *  H e  i s _
T r a n s c e n d e n c e ,  o r ,  i n d e e d ,  o n e  m i g h t  m o r e  p r o p e r l y  s a y  t h a t
J a s p e r s '  p h i l o s o p h i c  f a i t h  s i m p l y  a f f i r m s  t h e  f a c t  t h a t
( 8 )
T r a n s c e n d e n c e  i s *
( 7 )  J a s p e r s ,  T h e  P e r e n n i a l  S c o p e  o f  P h i l o s o p h y ,  p * 1 6 2 :  s e e  
a b o v e  p p .  1 0 4 ^ 0 7 *
( 8 ) s e e  a b o v e  p . 1 1 9 *
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O t t o  a g r e e s  w i t h  T i l l i c h  a n d  J a s p e r s  t h a t  o n e  a r r i v e s  
a t  t h e  r e a l i t y  o f  G o d  n e i t h e r  b y  a r g u m e n t  n o r  b y  c o n t e m p l a ­
t i n g  o n e s e l f  o r  t h e  w o r l d .  I t  i s  p r e c i s e l y  o n  t h i s  i s s u e  
t h a t  O t t o  d i s a g r e e s  w i t h  S c h l e i e r m a c h e r .  A n y  a r g u m e n t  
t h a t  b e g i n s  w i t h  t h e  s e l f  o r  w i t h  t h e  w o r l d  a n d  i n f e r s  G o d  
t h e r e f r o m  u l t i m a t e l y  a s s e r t s  t h e  r e a l i t y  o f  t h e  s e l f  o r  t h e  
w o r l d  r a t h e r  t h a n  t h e  r e a l i t y  o f  G o d ;  w h e r e a s ,  a c c o r d i n g
t o  O t t o ,  t h e  p r i o r  r e a l i t y  i s  t h a t  o f  G o d  w h o m  o n e  e x p e r i e n c e s
( 9 )
a n d  k n o w s  w i t h o u t  i n f e r e n c e ,  O t t o  g r a n t s  t h a t  o n e  b e c o m e s
a w a r e  o f  t h e  N u m i n o u s  i n  o n e ' s  w o r l d  a n d  t l i r o u g h  t h e  m o d e s
a n d  e x p e r i e n c e s  o f  o n e ' s  w o r l d ,  b u t  h e  c o n t e n d s  t h a t  w h e n
o n e  h a s  b e c o m e  a w a r e  o f  t h e  N u m i n o u s  o n e  s e e s  t h a t  i t  i s
d i s t i n c t  f r o m  t h e  w o r l d ,  t h a t  i t  i s ,  i n d e e d ,  ' w h o l l y  o t h e r '
( 10 )
t h a n  t h e  w o r l d .  P r o p e r l y  s p e a k i n g ,  m o o d s  s u c h  a s  ' e e r i e n e s s '
a n d  ' u n c a n n y n e s s '  s i m p l y  e x p r e s s  a n d  a w a k e n  t h e  N u m i n o u s
a w a r e n e s s ,  i . e .  t h e s e  n o n - r e l i g i o u s  e x p e r i e n c e s  a r e  ' s c h e m a t a '
( 11 )
o f  t h e  N u m i n o u s  a w a r e n e s s .  O t t o ' s  a p p r o a c h  i s  a l s o
s i m i l a r  t o  t h e  a p p r o a c h e s  o f  T i l l i c h  a n d  J a s p e r s  i n  a n o t h e r  
r e s p e c t ,  f o r  j u s t  a s  T i l l i c h  a n d  J a s p e r s  m a k e  u s e  o f  d e s c r i p ­
t i v e  e x i s t e n t i a l i s t  a n a l y s e s  i n  o r d e r  t o  i l l u m i n a t e  E x i s t e n z  
a n d  t h e r e b y  s h o w  t h e  p o s s i b i l i t y  o f  a f f i r m i n g  G o d  o r
( 9 )  O t t o ,  T h e  I d e a  o f  T h e  H o l y .  p p . S O f f .
( 1 0 ) I b i d . ,  p . l l Y
( 1 1 ) I b i d . ,  p p , 2 6 f f . ;  66 f f .
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T r a n s c e n d e n c e  5 s o  O t t o  s e e k s  t o  d e s c r i b e  o n e ' s  a w a r e n e s s
o f  t h e  N u m i n o u s ,  t h e r e b y  d i s c l o s i n g  t h e  p o s s i b i l i t y  o f
s u c h  a n  a w a r e n e s s #  H o w e v e r ,  t h e r e  i s  a l s o  a  d i f f e r e n c e
b e t w e e n  t h e i r  d e s c r i p t i v e  a p p r o a c h e s ;  f o r  w h e r e a s  T i l l i c h  a n d
J a s p e r s  s e e k  t o  d e s c r i b e  m a n  a s  s u c h  a n d  h i s  p o s s i b i l i t i e s ,
O t t o  i s  l a r g e l y ,  t h o u g h  n o t  e x c l u s i v e l y ,  c o n c e r n e d  t o  d e s c r i b e
m a n  a s  ' r e l i g i o u s '  a n d  h i s  r e l i g i o u s  e x p e r i e n t i a l  p o s s i b i l i -  ■
(12)
t i e s #  I h r t h e r , O t t o ' s  a p p r o a c h ,  l i k e  t h o s e  o f  T i l l i c h  a n d
J a s p e r s ,  a f f i r m s  a  p o s i t i v e  n a t u r e  o f  t h e  N u m i n o u s ,  W h e r e a s  
T i l l i c h  a l l o w s  o n e  t o  s a y  n o n - s y m b o l i c a l l y  ' G o d  i s  B e i n g -  
i t s e l f ,  a n d  J a s p e r s  a l l o w s  o n e  t o  a f f i r m  ' T h e r e  i s  T r a n s c e n d ­
e n c e '  ,  s o  O t t o  a l l o w s  o n e  t o  k n o w  t h a t  G o d  i s  a l t h o u g h  n o t
( 1 3 )
w h a t ^  G o d  i s #  I n d e e d ,  a c c o r d i n g  t o  O t t o ,  o n e  m a y  b e  a w a r e  o f  
t h e  N u m i n o u s  f o r  t h e  b l i s s  o r  a g i t a t i o n  t h a t  i t  b r i n g s ,  o r  o n e  
m a y  b e  a w a r e  o f  t h e  N u m i n o u s  a s  o v e r w h e l m i n g  m i g h t  a n d  a s  
a b a s h i n g  a n d  f a s c i n a t i n g  p o w e r ,  w i t h o u t  k n o w i n g  w h a t  t h e  
N u m i n o u s  a c t u a l l y  i s *  T h e  p o s i t i v e  n a t u r e  o f  t h e  N u m i n o u s  i s  
a f f i r m e d ,  t h e n ,  b y  o n e ' s  e x p e r i e n c e  o f  t h e  N u m i n o u s ,  w h i c h  
e x p e r i e n c e  o f  b l i s s ,  a g i t a t i o n ,  a t t r a c t i o n  a n d  a b a s h m e n t  
p o i n t s  b e y o n d  i t s e l f  t o  t h e  N u m i n o u s  a s  o t h e r  t h a n  t h e  w o r l d  
a n d  o u r s e l v e s  a n d  o f  w h i c h  o n e ' s  a w a r e n e s s  i s  b u t  a  ' s h a d o w '  
E a r l i e r  w e  a r g u e d  t h a t  B u b e r ' s  a p p r o a c h  s h o w s  s i m i l a r i t i e s
( I S )  I b i d . ,  p . 8 .
( 1 3 )  c f .  I b i d . ,  p . 1 3 9 .
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t o  t h a t  o f  O t t o ,  s i n c e  b o t h  a p p r o a c h e s  a r e  b a s i c a l l y  g r o u n d e d  
u p o n  o n e ' s  e x p e r i e n c e  o f  G o d .  T h e  w o r d  ' e x p e r i e n c e '  h a s  
c o n n o t a t i o n s  w h i c h  m a y  m a k e  i t  a n  u n h a p p y  t e r m  t o  a p p l y  b o t h  
t o  t h e  a p p r o a c h  o f  O t t o  a n d  t o  t h e  a p p r o a c h  o f  B u b e r .  H o w e v e r ,  
i t  h a s  t h e  m e r i t  o f  u n m i s t a k a b l y  p o i n t i n g  t o  t h e  i m p o r t a n c e  
b o t h  m e n  p l a c e  u p o n  i n d i v i d u a l  c o n v i c t i o n  o f  G o d #  J u s t  a s  
O t t o  s p e a k s  o f  ' a n  a w a r e n e s s  o f  t h e  N u m i n o u s ' ,  s o  B u b e r  s p e a k s  
o f  ' m e e t i n g '  o r  ' e n c o u n t e r i n g '  G o d .  W e  a l s o  a r g u e d  t h a t ,
a t  l e a s t ,  p e r s o n a l  e n c o u n t e r  a s  p r e s e n t e d  b y  B u b e r  p o i n t s  t o
( 1 4 )
t h e  f a c t  t h a t  '  G o d  i s ' .  F u r t h e r m o r e ,  w e  a r g u e d  t h a t
B u b e r ' s  a p p r o a c h  p o i n t s  t o  o n e  f u n d a m e n t a l  a s s e r t i o n  w h i c h  h e
a l l o w s  t o  b e  m a d e  c o n c e r n i n g  G o d ,  v i z .  t h a t  G o d ' s  n a t u r e  i s
( 1 5 )
s u c h  t h a t  H e  m e e t s  m e n  a n d  i s  m e t  b y  t h e m .  W e  e x p r e s s e d  
a  l a c k  o f  c l a r i t y  a s  r e g a r d s  B u b e r ' s  i d e a  o f  G o d ' s  m e e t i n g  
m e n  a n d  b e i n g  m e t  b y  t h e m  i n  a n d / o r  t h r o u g h  t h e  w o r l d ,  b u t  a s  
r e g a r d s  h i s  i d e a  o f  a  t r a n s c e n d e n t  G o d  w h o  i s ,  a t  t h e  s a m e  
t i m e ,  p e r s o n a l ,  B u b e r ' s  p o s i t i o n  a p p e a r s  t o  b e  e x t r e m e l y  l u c i d .
H e i m ' s  t h e o l o g y  i s  p r i m a r i l y  d i r e c t e d  t o w a r d s  e x p r e s s i n g  
t h e  n o t i o n  o f  t r a n s c e n d e n c e ,  a n d ,  c o n s e q u e n t l y ,  h i s  t h e o l o g i c a l  
a p p r o a c h  d o e s  n o t  s o  m u c h  l e a d  t o  h i s  d o c t r i n e  o f  T r a n s c e n d ­
e n c e  a s  h i s  d o c t r i n e  o f  t r a n s c e n d e n c e  c a l l s  f o r  a  t h e o l o g i c a l  
s y s t e m  t h a t  c a n  p r e s e n t  t h e  c o n c e p t  o f  t r a n s c e n d e n c e  i n  s u c h  
a  w a y  t h a t  i t  m a y  b e  u n d e r s t o o d  w i t h o u t  a  s a c r i f i c i u m
( 1 4 )  s e e  a b o v e  p p . S l O f f .
( 1 5 )  s e e  a b o v e  p p . 2 1 2 - 2 1 6 .
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i n t e l l e c t u s .  N o t w i t h s t a n d l r i K  t h i s  d i f f e r e n c e  b e t w e e n
f c j p t  « ''■ j-J- 'l ’A ’i i t s m j A . - r r i t t  I 4  >r,‘ R Y ) I B » t* r 3 . V 4 f  ^
H e i m  a n d  o u r  o t h e r  s e l e c t e d  t h e o l o g i a n s  a n d  p h i l o s o p h e r s ,
a  c o n s i d e r a t i o n  o f  t h e i r  s y s t e m s  o r  m e t h o d s  m a y  s t i l l  s h o w
s i m i l a r i t i e s  a n d  d i f f e r e n c e s #  I n  o n e  r e s p e c t ,  i t  m i g h t
a p p e a r  t h a t  H e i m ' s  m e t h o d  o f  a r r i v i n g  a t  a  t r a n s c e n d e n t  a n d
a c t i v e  G o d  i s  s i m i l a r  t o  t h a t  o f  M a s c a l l .  H e i m  c o n t e n d s
t h a t  a  n e w  s p a c e  ( e v e n  t h e  s u p r a p o l a r  s p a c e )  m a y  h e  d i s c l o s e d
w h e n  a n  ' e i t h e r / o r  a n d  a  t h i r d  i s  n o t  g i v e n '  s i t u a t i o n  
( 1 7 )
b r e a k s  d o w n .  I t  m i g h t  a p p e a r  t h a t  t h i s  t r e a t m e n t  b y  
H e i m  a m o u n t s  t o  a  k i n d  o f  r a t i o n a l  e x e r c i s e  b y  w h i c h  o n e  i s  
l e d  t o  a f f i r m  t h e  r e a l i t y  o f  t h e  s u p r a p o l a r  s p a c e  a n d  o f  G o d .  
S u c h  a n  u n d e r s t a n d i n g  w o u l d  a r g u e  t h a t  c e r t a i n  e v e n t s  i n  t h e  
w o r l d  c a n n o t  b e  e x p l a i n e d  s i m p l y  i n  w o r d l y  t e r m s  a n d  t h e r e b y  
p o i n t  t o  t h e  r e a l i t y  o f  G o d ' s  a c t s ,  i . e .  t h a t  c e r t a i n  f i n i t e  
h a p p e n i n g s  i m p l y  i n f i n i t u d e .  H o w e v e r ,  a  m o r e  c a r e f u l  r e a d i n g  
w o u l d  s e e m  t o  s h o w  t h a t  t h i s  i s  n o t  H e i m ' s  p o s i t i o n  a t  a l l .
F o r  h i m ,  t h e r e  i s  n o  n e c e s s i t y  a t t a c h e d  t o  ' e i t h e r / o r  a n d  
a  t h i r d  i s  n o t  g i v e n '  s i t u a t i o n s  t h a t  l e a d s  o n e  t o  t h e  
a f f i r m a t i o n  o f  t h e  r e a l i t y  o f  G o d .  R a t h e r ,  H e i m ' s  p o s i t i o n
i s  t h a t  m a n  f i r s t  o f  a l l  h a s  a  c a p a c i t y  t o  e x p e r i e n c e  n e w  
( 1 8 )
s p a c e s  a n d  t h a t  w h e n  t h e y  a r e  e x p e r i e n c e d  t h e y  a r e  f e l t
( 1 9 )
n o t  a s  a  d i s c o v e r y  b u t  a s  a  g i f t .  M o r e o v e r ,  H e i m
( 1 6 )  H e i m ,  C h r i s t i a n  F a i t h  a n d  N a t u r a l  S c i e n c e ,  p . 3 4 .
( 1 7 )  I b i d . ,  p p . l 4 4 f .
( 1 8 )  H e i m ,  G o d  T r a n s c e n d e n t , p . 2 3 5 .
( 1 9 )  H e i m ,  t î Ï Ï r x s îT a n ^ ^ ^ ^  N a t u r a l  S c i e n c e ,  p .  1 7 0 .
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s p e c i f i c a l l y  c o n t e n d s  t h a t  " . . .  w e  c a n n o t  l e a d  o t h e r  p e o p l e  
t o  t h i s  d i s c o v e r y  b y  i n t e l l e c t u a l  a r g u m e n t  o r  p e d a g o g i c a l
(20)
a c t i v i t y  i f  t h e  s p a c e  o f  G o d  i s  s t i l l  c o n c e a l e d  f r o m  t h e m . "
T h u s  w e  c o n c l u d e  t h a t  i n a s m u c h  a s  H e i m  s p e a k s  o f  a n  a  p r i o r i  
c a p a c i t y  o f  m a n  t o  e x p e r i e n c e  t h e  r e a l i t y  a n d  a c t i v i t y  o f  
G o d  a n d  i n a s m u c h  a s  h e  s p e a k s  o f  s u c h  a n  a p p r e h e n s i o n  a s  
a  g i f t ,  H e i m ' s  m e t h o d  o r  a p p r o a c h  s h o w s  a  g r e a t e r  a f f i n i t y  t o  
t h e  a p p r o a c h e s  o f  O t t o ,  B u b e r ,  a n d  T i l l i c h  t h a n  t o  t h a t  o f  
M a s c a l l ,
L a s t l y ,  w e  t u r n e d  t o  t h e  t r e a t m e n t  o f  t h e  L o g o s  d o c t r i n e ,  
a n d  h e r e  o u r  c o n s i d e r a t i o n s  w e r e  c o n d u c t e d  f r o m  t h e  p o s i t i o n  
o f  f a i t h .  A c c e p t i n g  t h e  f a c t  t h a t  J e s u s  w a s  t h e  L o g o s  o f  
G o d ,  w e  a s k e d  w h a t  t h i s  d o c t r i n e  s e e k s  t o  t e l l  u s  o f  G o d ' s  
t r a n s c e n d e n c e ,  i n a s m u c h  a s  i t  s p e a k s  o f  t h e  r e l a t i o n  b e t w e e n  
G o d  a n d  t h e  w o r l d  a n d  b e t w e e n  G o d  a n d  t h e  L o g o s .  W e  c o n c l u d e d  
t h a t  i t  a f f i r m s  a  l i k e n e s s  b e t w e e n  G o d  a n d  t h e  L o g o s  a n d  a  
l e s s e r  l i k e n e s s  b e t w e e n  G o d  a n d  t h e  w o r l d ;  t h a t  i t  s e e k s  t o  
e x p r e s s  G o d ' s  t r a n s c e n d e n c e  o f  t h e  w o r l d ,  o f  t h e  i n s t r u m e n t  
o f  c r e a t i o n ,  a n d  o f  C h r i s t  a s  t h e  r e d e e m e r  a n d  r e v e a l e r .  A t  
t h e  s a m e  t i m e ,  i t  s e e k s  t o  s a f e g u a r d  t r a n s c e n d e n c e  f r o m  b e i n g  
c o n c e i v e d  a s  r e m o t e n e s s ,  b y  a s s e r t i n g  a  r e a l  l i k e n e s s  b e t w e e n  
t h e  L o g o s  a n d  G o d ,  b y  a s s e r t i n g  t h e  i n s t r u m e n t a l  n a t u r e  o f  
t h e  L o g o s ,  b y  a s s e r t i n g  t h e  c l o s e  c o m m u n i o n  b e t w e e n  G o d  a n d
(2 0 )  I b i d . ,  p . 1 7 1 ,
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t h e  I n c a r n a t e  L o g o s ,  a n d  b y  a s s e r t i n g  t h e  i d e n t i t y  o f  w i l l  
a n d  p u r p o s e  b e t w e e n  t h e m .
W h a t  p o s i t i o n ,  t h e n ,  a r e  w e  t o  a d o p t ?  D o e s  t h e  f i n i t e  
i m p l y  i n f i n i t u d e ?  I s  t h e r e  a n  i n h e r e n t  r e l a t i o n  b e t w e e n  
G o d  a n d  o u r s e l v e s ?  I t  w o u l d  a p p e a r  t h a t  w e  c a n ,  a t  l e a s t ,  
s a y  t h a t  o n e  c a n n o t  b e  d r i v e n  l o g i c a l l y  t o  a s s e n t  t o  t h e  
e x i s t e n c e  o f  a  t r a n s c e n d e n t  G o d .  T h e  i n f i n i t e  i s  n o t  i m p l i e d  
b y  t h e  f i n i t e  i f  ' t o  i m p l y '  o r  ' t o  m o n s t r a t e '  m e a n s  ' t o  
p r o v e  c o n c l u s i v e l y ' ,  O n  t h i s  i s s u e  w e  a g r e e  w i t h  T i l l i c h  
a n d  J a s p e r s  r a t h e r  t h a n  M a s c a l l .  B o t h  T i l l i c h  a n d  J a s p e r s  
f o l l o w  K a n t ' s  c r i t i c i s m  o f  i n f e r e n t i a l  r e a s o n ,  a n d  t h e i r  
a r g u m e n t  p o s e s  a  d i l e m m a  t o  a n y  p o s i t i o n  s u c h  a s  t h a t  a d o p t e d  
b y  M a s c a l l *  E i t h e r  i n f e r e n t i a l  r e a s o n  m a k e s  a n  i l l e g i t i m a t e  
j u m p  w h e n  i t  a r g u e s  f r o m  t h e  w o r l d  t o  a  t r a n s c e n d e n t  G o d ,  o r  
i t  l o w e r s  G o d  t o  t h e  l e v e l  o f  t h e  w o r l d .
I n  r e g a r d  t o  t h e  f i r s t  h o r n  o f  t h i s  d i l e m m a ,  b o t h  T i l l i c h  
a n d  J a s p e r s  c o n s i d e r  t h a t  i n f e r e n t i a l  r e a s o n  m a k e s  a n  u n ­
w a r r a n t e d  l e a p  w h e n  i t  m o v e s  i n t o  t h e  a r e a  o f  t r a n s c e n d e n t a l  
t h i n k i n g .  T h e  p r o p e r  s p h e r e  o f  i n f e r e n t i a l  r e a s o n  i s  t h e  
w o r l d  o f  s e n s i b l y  p e r c e i v e d  p h e n o m e n a ,  a n d  i t s  o w n  l i m i t s  
p r o h i b i t  i t s  a p p l i c a t i o n  i n  a  t r a n s c e n d e n t a l  a r e a .  B o t h  m e n  
f o l l o w  K a n t  i n  s a y i n g  t h a t  w h a t  i s  n e e d e d  i s  n o t  i n f e r e n t i a l
t h i n k i n g  b u t  t r a n s c e n d e n t a l  t h i n k i n g  ( V e r n u n f t )  w h i c h  r i s e s
( S I )
a b o v e  p h e n o m e n a l  b e i n g .  T h i s  m e a n s  t h a t  r e a s o n  c a n n o t
( 2 1 )  c f .  J a s p e r s ,  " R e p l y  t o  M y  C r i t i c s " ,  i n  T h e  P h i l o s o p h y
o f  K a r l  J a s p e r s ,  p .  7  9 9 ;  R e a s o n  a n d  E x i s t  e n z ,  d . 6 5 -  
Q00  a , b o v e  p p  9 5 f f  « a , t . , ^
- 3 ^ 4 -
p r o v e  t h e  r e a l i t y  o f  G o d ;  f o r ,  o n  t h e  o n e  h a n d ,  t h e  l i m i t s  
o f  i n f e r e n t i a l  r e a s o n  p r o h i b i t  i t s  a r r i v i n g  a t  G o d ,  a n d ,  o n  
t h e  o t h e r  h a n d ,  t h e  n a t u r e  o f  t r a n s c e n d e n t a l  t h i n k i n g  i s  s u c h  
t h a t  i t  l a c k s  t h e  p r o v i n g  p o w e r  p o s s e s s e d  b y  i n f e r e n t i a l  
r e a s o n .
I n  r e g a r d  t o  t h e  s e c o n d  h o r n ,  o f  t h e  d i l e m m a ,  T i l l i c h
a n d  J a s p e r s  a r g u e  t h a t  s i n c e  i n f e r e n t i a l  r e a s o n  c a n  b e
p r o p e r l y  a p p l i e d  o n l y  t o  e x i s t e n t s  i t  c a n  n e v e r  a r r i v e  a t  a
t r a n s c e n d e n t  G o d  b u t  o n l y  a t  a  g o d  w h o  d o e s  n o t  d i f f e r
q u a l i t a t i v e l y  f r o m  w o r d l y  e x i s t e n t s ,  i . e .  a  g o d  w h o  i s  l o w e r e d
t o  t h e  l e v e l  o f  t h e  w o r l d *  T h i s  i s  p r e c i s e l y  J a s p e r s '  p o i n t
w h e n  h e  s a y s  t h a t  a c c o r d i n g  t o  T h o m i s t  t h e o l o g i a n s  o n e  k i n d
o f  b e i n g  i s  a s  g o o d  a s  a n o t h e r ,  i . e .  t h a t  t h e  b e i n g  o f  G o d
i s  n o t  q u a l i t a t i v e l y  d i f f e r e n t  t h a n  t h e  b e i n g  o f  w o r l d l y  
( 2 2 )
e x i s t a n t s .  O n  t h e  o n e  h a n d ,  i t  w o u l d  a p p e a r  t h a t  t h i s
c r i t i c i s m  a p p l i e s  t o  M a s c a l l  i n a s m u c h  a s  i n  h i s  T h o m i s t i c
p r e s e n t a t i o n  h e  s e e m s  t o  c o n s i d e r  t h a t  a l l  b e i n g  i s  u l t i m a t e l y
o n  a  p a r .  T h i s  m a y  b e  s e e n  i n  h i s  t r e a t m e n t  o f  a n a l o g y ,
w h e r e  h e  s a y s  t h a t  a n a l o g y  d u o r u m  a d  t e r t i u m  c a n n o t  b e
e m p l o y e d  i n  r e g a r d  t o  G o d  a n d  f i n i t e  e x i s t e n t s  s i n c e  G o d  a n d
(23)
f i n i t e  e x i s t e n t s ,  a l i k e ,  a r e  b e i n g s  w h i c h  p o s s e s s  e x i s t e n c e .  
S u c h  a  c o n t e n t i o n  s e e m s  t o  s u p p o r t  j u s t  t h e  p o s i t i o n  t h a t
( 2 2 )  J a s p e r s ,  " R e p l y  t o  M y  C r i t i c s " ,  i n  T h e  P h i l o s o p h y  o f  
K a r l  J a s p e r s ,  p p . 7 9 9 f .
( 2 3 )  M a s c a l l ,  E x i s t e n c e  a n d  A n a l o g y ,  p p . 9 9 - 1 0 3 .
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" o n e  k i n d  o f  b e i n g  i s  a s  g o o d  a s  a n o t h e r " .
Y e t ,  o n  t h e  o t h e r  h a n d ,  M a s c a l l  d o e s  d i s t i n g u i s h
b e t w e e n  G o d ' s  b e i n g ,  a s  b e i n g  a  s ; e ,  a n d  t h e  b e i n g  o f  f i n i t e
( 24  )
e x i s t a n t s ,  a s  b e i n g  a b  a l i o * F u r t h e r , t h e  v e r y  p u r p o s e  
o f  M a s c a l l ' s  a p p r o a c h  i s  t o  a r r i v e  a t  a  G o d  w h o s e  n a t u r e  
t r a n s c e n d s  t h e  w h o l e  o r d e r  o f  f i n i t u d e , i . e .  a t  a  G o d  w h o  
i s  S e l f « s u b s i s t e n t  B e i n g ,  a  G o d  w h o s e  e s s e n c e  a n d  e x i s t e n c e  
a r e  o n e .
H o w e v e r ,  b o t h  T i l l i c h  a n d  J a s p e r s  w o u l d  a r g u e  t h a t
t h e  d i s t i n c t i o n  b e t w e e n  G o d ' s  b e i n g ,  a s  b e i n g  w h i c h  e x i s t s
a  s e ,  a n d  m a n ' s  b e i n g ,  a s  b e i n g  w h i c h  e x i s t s  a b  a l i o ,  d o e s
n o t  s u f f i c i e n t l y  e x p r e s s  a n d  s a f e g u a r d  G o d ' s  q u a l i t a t i v e
t r a n s c e n d e n c e  o f  a l l  e x i s t a n t s .  B o t h  m e n  c o n t e n d  t h a t  t h e
o n l y  w a y  t o  m a i n t a i n  G o d ' s  q u a l i t a t i v e  t r a n s c e n d e n c e  i s  t o
( 2 5 )
d i s t i n g u i s h  H i m  f r o m  a l l  e x i s t e n c e .  T o  t h i s  e n d ,  J a s p e r s
c o n t e n d s  t h a t  a  p r o v e d  G o d  i s  n o t  G o d  i n a s m u c h  a s  a  G o d
t h a t  c a n  b e  p r o v e d  b y  i n f e r e n t i a l  r e a s o n  i s  s i m p l y  a  g o d
( 2 6 )
t h a t  i s  o f  t h e  s a m e  o r d e r  o f  b e i n g  a s  f i n i t e  e x i s t a n t s .
( 2 7 )
S i m i l a r l y ,  T i l l i c h  a s s e r t s  t h a t  G o d  d o e s  n o t  e x i s t .  S o  
i t  i s  t h a t  b o t h  T i l l i c h  a n d  J a s p e r s  c o n t e n d  t h a t  G o d  i s  n o t  
a  b e i n g ,  a n  e x i s t e n t ,  a  t h i n g ,  b u t  B e i n g - i t s e l f ,  t h e  G r o u n d  
o f  a l l  b e i n g ,  T r a n s c e n d e n c e .
( 2 4 )  M a s c a l l ,  H e  W h o  I s ,  p . 9 7 ;  s e e  a b o v e  
p p . 3 3 f .
( 2 5 )  T i l l i c h ,  S y s t e m a t i c  T h e o l o g y ,  1 ,  p . 2 1 8 ,  J a s p e r s ,  T r u t h  
a n d  S y m b o l , p . 6 2 .
2 6 )  J a s p e r s ,  T h e  P e r e n n i a l  S c o p e  o f  P h i l o s o p h y ,  p . 3 6 .
( 2 7 )  T i l l i c h ,  S y s t e m a t i c  T h e o l o g y ,  I ,  p . 2 2 7 .
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I t  w o u l d  a p p e a r  t o  u s  t h a t  M a s  c a l l  i s  o p e n  t o  a t  l e a s t  
a  p a r t  o f  t h i s  a t t a c k .  I n  s p i t e  o f  h i s  e n d e a v o u r  t o  e s c a p e  
t h e  w e a k n e s s e s  o f  i n f e r e n t i a l  r e a s o n ’ s  a r r i v a l  a t  G o d  h y  
h a v i n g  r e c o u r s e  t o  ’ i n t u i t i v e ’ r e a s o n ,  a n d  i n  s p i t e  o f  h i s  
d i s t i n c t i o n  b e t w e e n  G o d ’ s  b e i n g  a s  a  s e  a n d  a l l  o t h e r  
e x i s t a n t s ’ b e i n g s  a s  a b  a l i o ,  M a s c a l l  s t i l l  a r r i v e s  a t  a  
G o d  w h o  i s  a n  e x i s t e n t ,  w h o  i s  t h e  I n f i n i t e  O n e .  F u r t h e r ,  
i n  l i g h t  o f  M a s  c a l l  ’ s  T h o m i s t i c  v i e w  o f  a l l  e x i s t e n c e  a s  
u l t i m a t e l y  b e i n g  o n  a  p a r ,  i t  w o u l d  a p p e a r  t h a t  h i s  s y s t e m  
f a i l s  t o  e x p r e s s  a n d  s a f e g u a r d  G o d ’ s  o n t o l o g i c a l  t r a n s c e n d e n c e ,  
I t  m a y  b e  t h a t  T i l l i c h ’ s  j u d g e m e n t  —  t h a t  t h e  i d e a  o f  
a n  ’ e x i s t i n g  G o d ’ i s  t h e  n e g a t i o n  o f  G o d —  i s  s o m e w h a t  
s e v e r e  u p o n  s u c h  a  p o s i t i o n  a s  t h a t  o f  M a s c a l l ,  a n d  i t  m a y  b e  
t h a t  J a s p e r s ’ j u d g e m e n t - -  t h a t  a  G o d  a r r i v e d  a t  b y  r e a s o n  
w h i c h  s e e k s  t o  p r o v e  H i s  e x i s t e n c e  i s  n o t  G o d - -  i s  a l s o  t o o  
s t r o n g ;  b u t  i t  d o e s  a p p e a r  t h a t  M a s c a l l ’ s  t r e a t m e n t  o f  G o d ’ s  
t r a n s c e n d e n c e  d o e s  n o t  a d e q u a t e l y  e x p r e s s  t h e  d i f f e r e n c e  
b e t w e e n  G o d ’ s  b e i n g  a n d  t h e  b e i n g  o f  a l l  o t h e r  e x i s t e n t s .  I t  
w o u l d  f u r t h e r  a p p e a r  t h a t  t h i s  i n a d e q u a c y  i s  t h e  r e s u l t  o f  
M a s c a l l ’ s  T h o m i s t i c  b a c k g r o u n d  w h i c h  h e  d o e s  n o t  s u c c e e d  i n  
e x p l a i n i n g  o r  t r a n s f o r m i n g  i n  s u c h  a  w a y  a s  t o  e s c a p e  t h e  
c r i t i c i s m  o f  K a n t ,  T i l l i c h  a n d  J a s p e r s .
H o w e v e r ,  c a n  o n e  a c c e p t  t h e  c o n t e n t i o n  t h a t  ’ t h e  
f i n i t e  i m p l i e s  t h e  i n f i n i t e ’ i f  ’i m p l i e s ’ s i m p l y  s e e k s  t o  
s p e a k  o f  a n  i n h e r e n t  r e l a t i o n  b e t w e e n  a  t r a n s c e n d e n t  G o d  a n d
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t h e  w o r l d ?  I n  p o i n t  o f  f a c t ,  a l l  t h e  t h i n k e r s  c o n s i d e r e d
i n  o u r  s t u d y  ( w i t h  t h e  e x c e p t i o n  o f  S a r t r e  w h o  w a s  s t u d i e d
p r i m a r i l y  f o r  p u r p o s e s  o f  c o n t r a s t )  s e e m  t o  p o i n t  t o  s o m e
s u c h  c o n n e c t i o n .  T i l l i c h  a n d  J a s p e r s  s p e a k  o f  G o d  a s
t h e  g r o u n d  o f  a l l  b e i n g ;  O t t o  a n d  B u b e r  c o n s i d e r  t h a t  i n
o r  t h r o u g h  t h e  w o r l d  m a n  c a n  e n c o u n t e r  G o d ;  H e i m  s p e a k s
o f  G o d ’ s  o m n i p r e s e n c e  a n d  i n t e r p e n e t r a t i n g  a c t i v i t y  i n  t h e
( 2 8 )
w o r l d ;  a n d  t h e  L o g o s  d o c t r i n e  s p e a k s  d i r e c t l y  o f  c r e a t i o n  
i n  t h e  l i k e n e s s  o f  G o d .  A r e  w e  t o  s a y ,  t h e n ,  t h a t  t h e r e  i s  
a  r e l a t i o n  b e t w e e n  G o d  a n d  t h e  w o r l d ,  b u t  t h a t  t h i s  r e l a t i o n  
i s  n o t  o u t w a r d l y  o b s e r v a b l e  a n d  m a y  n o t  b e  p r o v e d  b y  
i n f e r e n t i a l  r e a s o n ?  I t  w o u l d  a p p e a r  s o ,  f o r  t o  c o n c l u d e  
o t h e r v / i s e  w o u l d  s e e m  t o  i n v a l i d a t e  t h e  a f f i r m a t i o n  o f  f a i t h .
T o  b e  s u r e ,  o n e  c a n  s e e  t h e  i m p l i c a t i o n  o f  i n f i n i t y  i n  
f i n i t u d e  o n l y  b y  f a i t h ,  b u t  n o t  t o  s a y  t h a t  t h i s  a p p r e h e n s i o n  
r e l a t e s  t o  r e a l i t y  r e s u l t s  i n  a f f i r m i n g  e i t h e r  t h a t  f a i t h  
a p p r e h e n d s  a n  u n r e a l  r e a l i t y  o r  t h a t  f a i t h  m a k e s  i t s  o w n  
r e a l i t y .
T h u s ,  w h e n  w e  a s k  o u r  m o r e  e m b r a c i n g  q u e s t i o n  o f  h o w  
o n e  m a y  b e c o m e  a w a r e  o f  a  t r a n s c e n d e n t  G o d ,  w e  n e e d  n o t  b e  
a s k i n g  a n  e i t h e r / o r  q u e s t i o n  b u t  o n e  o f  t h e  n a t u r e  o f  b o t h / a n d .  
I f  t h e r e  e x i s t s  t h i s  r e a l  r e l a t i o n  b e t w e e n  a  t r a n s c e n d e n t  G o d  
a n d  t h e  w o r l d ,  t h e n  a n y  a p p r o a c h  m a ; ^  l e a d  t h r o u g h  t h e  w o r l d  
t o  G o d *  O n e ’ s  o n l y  c r i t e r i o n  o f  j u d g e m e n t  i s  w h e t h e r  o r  n o t  
t h e  a p p r o a c h  e m p l o y e d  e v o k e s ,  a w a k e n s  o r  l e a d s  t o  t h e
a w a r e n e s s  o f  G o d .  S u c h  a  c r i t e r i o n  m u s t  a l w a y s  t a k e  a c c o u n t
( 2 8 )  H e i m ,  G o d  T r a n s c e n d e n t ,  p . 1 8 7 .
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o f  t h e  ’ o t h e r n e s s ’ o f  G o d ,  o f  t h e  ’ l i k e n e s s ’ r a t h e r  t h a n  
i d e n t i t y  b e t w e e n  t h e  w o r l d  a n d  G o d ,  a n d  o f  t h e  a p p r o a c h  
i t s e l f  w h i c h  f i n d s  i t s  w a y  n o t  s i m p l y  i n  t h e  w o r l d  b u t  
t h r o u g h  t h e  w o r l d  o f  G o d .  T o  n e g l e c t  t h e s e  c o n s i d e r a t i o n s  
r e s u l t s  i n  i d o l a t r y  o r  i m m a n e n c e ,  i n  r e g a r d i n g  d e p e n d e n t  
b e i n g  a s  s e l f - e x i s t e n t ,  i n  s t o p p i n g  s h o r t  a t  ’ c y p h e r s ’ o f  
G o d ,  i n  r e g a r d i n g  a s  a b s o l u t e  t h e  b e a r e r s  o f  r e a l i t y ,  i n  
a c c e p t i n g  t h e  ’ i m a g e ’ o f  G o d  a s  t h e  t r a n s c e n d e n t  G o d  H i m s e l f *  
N o w  w e  m u s t  a s k  a  q u e s t i o n  w h i c h  i s  f u n d a m e n t a l  t o  
o u r  w h o l e  i n q u i r y .  I s  t h e  d i s t i n c t i o n  b e t w e e n  G o d  a  s e  a n d  
G o d  p r o  n o b i s  a  v a l i d  o n e ?  W h y  d o  w e  b e l i e v e  t h a t  t h e r e  i s  
m o r e  t o  G o d  t h a n  w e  e n c o u n t e r ?  T h e s e  q u e s t i o n s  r e l a t e  t o  
t h e  q u e s t i o n  o f  h o w  o n e  a r r i v e s  a t  t h e  i d e a  o f  a  t r a n s c e n d e n t  
G o d ,  a n d  t h u s  i t  i s  n o  a c c i d e n t  t h a t  o u r  a n s w e r  f o l l o w s  
s i m i l a r  l i n e s .  I n  a l l  t h e  a p p r o a c h e s  w h i c h  w e  a c c e p t e d  w e  
n o t e d  t h e  l a c k  o f  a n y  p r o o f  o f  G o d  o r  T r a n s c e n d e n c e ,  A l l  o f  
t h e s e  a p p r o a c h e s  r e s t e d  u l t i m a t e l y  u p o n  f a i t h  a s  a  p e r s o n a l  
a w a r e n e s s  o r  a f f i r m a t i o n .  T h e  a w a r e n e s s  o f  G o d  m u s t  
n e c e s s a r i l y  b e  s e l f - a u t h e n t i c a t i n g .  T h e  e x i s t e n c e  o f  G o d  
c a n n o t  b e  b a s e d  u p o n  a  l e s s e r  r e a l i t y  t h a n  G o d  H i m s e l f .  H e n c e ,  
t h e s e  m e d i a  d o  n o t  p r o v e  t h e  r e a l i t y  o f  G o d .  F a i t h ,  i t s e l f ,  
i s  n o t  b a s e d  u p o n  a n y  g u a r a n t e e , b u t  i s  a  g i f t ,  a  r i s k .
F a i t h ,  t h e n ,  i s  a s e l f - a u t h e n t i c a t i n g  e x p e r i e n c e ,  and i t  i s  
t h i s  s e l f - a u t h e n t i c a t i n g  e x p e r ie n c e  t h a t  p o i n t s  t o  t h e
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t r a n s c e n d e n c e  o f  G o d .  T h i s  m a y  h e  s e e n  m o s t  s t r o n g l y  i n
B u b e r ’ s  p o s i t i o n .  W h a t  i s  e n c o u n t e r e d  i s  n o t  s i m p l y  G o d ,
b u t  a  G o d  t h a t  i s  t r a n s c e n d e n t .  M a n ” r e c e i v e s  n o t  a  s p e c i f i c
( 2 9 )
’ c o n t e n t ’ b u t  a  P r e s e n c e ,  a  P r e s e n c e  a s  p o w e r . "  T h e  c o n ­
f i r m a t i o n  o n e  r e c e i v e s  i n  e n c o u n t e r i n g  G o d  i s  n o t  s u c h  a s  c a n  
b e  h a n d l e d  a n d  p o s s e s s e d .  I t  i s  t h e  c o n f i r m a t i o n  t h a t
( 5 0 )
t h e r e  i s  a  t r a n s c e n d e n t  G o d  w h o  n e v e r t h e l e s s  m e e t s  h i s  p e o p l e .
O t t o  l i k e w i s e  c o n t e n d s  t h a t  t h e  a w a r e n e s s  o f  t h e  N u m i n o u s
c a r r i e s  w i t h  i t  t h e  a w a r e n e s s  o f  t h e  N u m i n o u s  a s  t h e  ’ w h o l l y
( 5 1 )
o t h e r ’ .  S o  t o o ,  T i l l i c h  r e f e r s  t o  t h e  a w a r e n e s s  n o t  o f
a  t h i n g  l o i o w n  a n d  p o s s e s s e d ,  b u t  o f  s o m e t h i n g  U n c o n d i t i o n a l ,
( 5 2 )
o f  B e i n g - i t s e l f  w h i c h  t r a n s c e n d s  a l l  b e i n g s *  I n  t h e  s a m e
t e n o r ,  J a s p e r s  c o n c l u d e s  t h a t  i t  i s  e n o u g h  t h a t  o n e  k n o w s  t h a t
t h e r e  i s  T r a n s c e n d e n c e  a n d  t h a t  t h i s  i s  a l l  t h a t  f a i t h  c a n
( 3 3 )
a f f i r m .  T h i s  a p p r e h e n s i o n  o f  f a i t h  t h a t  G o d  i n  H i s  f u l ­
n e s s  t r a n s c e n d s  G o d  p r o  n o b i s  a l s o  f i n d s  e x p r e s s i o n  i n  t h e
d o c t r i n e  o f  t h e  I n c a r n a t e  L o g o s ,  A c c o r d i n g  t o  B u l t m a n n ,
( 3 4 )
J e s u s  r e v e a l s  o n l y  t h a t  h e  i s  t h e  r e v e a l e r ,  a n d ,  i n d e e d ,  
t h e  L o g o s  d o c t r i n e  o f  t h e  F o u r t h  G o s p e l  v i v i d l y  p r e s e n t s  
J e s u s  a s  p o i n t i n g  b e y o n d  h i m s e l f  t o  t h e  F a t h e r  w h o  t r a n s c e n d s  
t h e  I n c a r n a t e  L o g o s ,  F u r t h e r ,  t h a t  e l e m e n t  o f  t r a n s c e n d e n c e
( 2 9 )  B u b e r ,  I  A n d  T h o u ,  p . 1 1 0 ,
( 3 0 )  I b i d . ,  p . 1 1 3 .
B u b e r ,  M o s e s ,  p p . S l f ,
( 3 1 )  O t t o ,  o p . c i t . ,  p . 1 1 7
( 3 2 )  T i l l i c h ,  T h e o l o g y  o f  C u l t u r e . p p . 2 2 ;  2 6 .
( 3 3 )  S e e  a b o y e ,  p . 1 1 9 .
( 3 4 )  B u l t m â n n ,  T h e o l o g y  o f  t h e  N e w  T e s t a m e n t ,  I I ,  p . 66
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w h i c h  w a s  p r e s e n t  i n  t h e  I n c a r n a t e  L o g o s  w a s  n o t  t r a n s p a r e n t ,  
h u t  w a s  s e e n  i n  f a i t h .  ’’T h e  l i g h t  s h i n e t h  i n  d a r k n e s s ,  
a n d  t h e  d a r l m e s s  c o m p r e h e n d e d  i t  n o t ” .  T h u s  i t  i s  t h a t  t h e  
s e l f - a u t h e n t i c a t i n g  a f f i r m a t i o n  o f  f a i t h  p o i n t s  n o t  o n l y  t o  
G o d  h u t  a l s o  t o  t h e  t r a n s c e n d e n c e  o f  G o d .
I I
O u r  s e c o n d  g r o u p  o f  q u e s t i o n s  a s k s  h o w  a  t r a n s c e n d e n t
G o d  c a n  b e  p r e s e n t  t o  t h e  w o r l d  a n d  h o w  o n e  c a n  I c n o w  a n d
s p e a k  o f  H i m .  M a s  c a l l  ’ s  p o s i t i o n  i s  t h a t  G o d  i s  p r e s e n t  t o  
m a n  i n  H i s  c r e a t i o n .  ' I n  c o n t e m p l a t i n g  t h e  w o r l d ,  m a n  c a n
i n t u i t  G o d  a s  c r e a t o r  a n d  s e l f - s u b s i s t e n t  b e i n g .  S o  i t  i s
t h a t  M a s c a l l  c a n  a l l o w  k n o w l e d g e  o f  G o d  a n d  s p e e c h  a b o u t  G o d  
i n  a c c o r d a n c e  w i t h  t h e  d o c t r i n e  o f  a n a l q g i . a  e n t i s .  W e  h a v e
a l r e a d y  e x a m i n e d  M a s  c a l l ’ s  t r e a t m e n t  o f  t h i s  m a t t e r  i n  s o m e
( 3 5 )
d e t a i l ,  a n d  w e  n e e d  n o t  s u i m n a r i z e  i t  h e r e .  S u f f i c e  i t  t o  
m a k e  t w o  p o i n t s .  ( 1 )  O n e  n e e d  n o t  a c c e p t  t h e  d n c t r i n e  o f  
a n a l o g i a  e n t i s  i f  o n e  r e j e c t  t h e  a r g u m e n t s  w h i c h  s e e k  t o  p r o v e  
t h e  e x i s t e n c e  o f  G o d  a s  c r e a t o r .  ( 2 )  I t  i s ,  h o w e v e r ,  t o  
M a s  c a l l ’ s  c r e d i t  t h a t ,  e v e n  t h o u g h  h e  a c c e p t s  s u c h  a r g u m e n t s  
a n d  t h e  d o c t r i n e  o f  a n a l o g i a  e n t i s ,  h e  e m p h a s i z e s  t h e  e l e m e n t  
o f  p r o p o r t i o n a l  a n a l o g y  r a t h e r  t h a n  a t t r i b u t i v e  a n a l o g y ,  t h u s
( 3 5 )  s e e  above p p . 3 4 - 4 2 .
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r e f u s i n g  t o  s p e a k  o f  a n y  v i r t u a l  s i m i l a r i t y  b e t w e e n  G o d
a n d  t h e  w o r l d  a n d  t h e r e b y  p r e s e r v i n g  t h e  n o t i o n  o f  G o d ’ s
( 3 6 )
t r a n s c e n d e n c e .
T i l l i c h  a l s o  a c c e p t s  a  f o r m  o f  a n a l o g i c a l  s p e e c h  w h i c h
h e  p r e s e n t s  a s  s y m b o l i c  s p e e c h .  S y m b o l i c  I m o w l e d g e  o f  G o d
i s  b a s e d  u p o n  t h e  f a c t s  t h a t  b e i n g s  p a r t i c i p a t e  i n  B e i n g -
i t s e l f  a n d  t h a t  B e i n g - i t s e l f  b e c o m e s  p r e s e n t  t o  m e n  o n l y  
( 3 7 )
i n  b e i n g s .  T h u s ,  o n e  s h o u l d  n e v e r  s a y  p n l %  a  s y m b o l
( 3 8 )
s i n c e  s y m b o l s  a l o n e  c a n  m a k e  G o d  p r e s e n t  t o  o n e .  T o  s e e k
t o  a v o i d  s y m b o l s ,  a s  m a n i f e s t a t i o n s  a n d  e x p r e s s i o n s  o f  G o d ,
( 3 9 )
r e s u l t s  i n  l o w e r i n g  G o d  t o  t h e  l e v e l  o f  t h i n g s .  F u r t h e r ,
s y m b o l s  h a v e  a  t h e o n o m o u s  d e p t h  t h a t  e l e v a t e s  t h e m  w h e n
( 4 0 )
r e f e r r i n g  t o  G o d .  T h u s ,  a  s y m b o l  m a y  m a k e  G o d  p r e s e n t  t o  
m e n  a n d  a l l o w s  o n e  t o  s p e a k  r e l e v a n t l y ,  i f  n o t  v i r t u a l l y ,  
o f  H i m *
J a s p e r s ’ c o n c e p t  o f  c y p h e r  i s  a m a z i n g l y  c l o s e  t o  
T i l l i c h ’ s  c o n c e p t  o f  s y m b o l ,  b u t  t h e r e  i s  o n e  d i f f e r e n c e .  
S y m b o l s  s j ) e a k ^  o f  G o d ,  a c c o r d i n g  t o  T i l l i c h .  T h e r e  i s  a  
s i m i l a r i t y ,  t h o u g h  n o t  i d e n t i t y ,  b e t w e e n  t h e  s y m b o l ’ s  e a r t h l y  
r e f e r e n t  a n d  i t s  r e f e r e n t  i n  G o d ’ s  n a t u r e .  O n  t h e  o t h e r  
h a n d ,  J a s p e r s  c l a i m s  f o r  c y p h e r s  o n l y  t h e  p o w e r  t o  m a k e
( 3 6 )  M a s c a l l  E x i s t e n c e  a n d  A n a l o g y ,  p p . l l 4 f . ;  1 2 2 f f .
( 3 7 )  T i l l i c h ,  S y s t e m a t i c  T h e o l o g y ,  I ,  p . 2 6 6 .
( 3 8 )  T i l l i c h ,  T h e o l o g y  o f  C u l t u r e ,  p . 6 4 ;  c f .  S y s t e m a t i c
T h e o l o g y ,  I ,  p . 1 4 6 ,
( 3 9 )  T i l l i c h ,  S y s t e m a t i c  T h e o l o g y ,  I ,  p . 1 4 6 .
( 4 0 )  I b i d . ,  p p , 2 6 6 f .
3 9 2 -
T r a n s c e n d e n c e  p r e s e n t .  H e  i s  n o t  c o n c e r n e d  t o  s p e a k  o f  G o d ,
o r  t o  g i v e  c o n t e n t  t o  t h e  t e r m ,  ’ T r a n s c e n d e n c e ’ .  T h u s ,
c y p h e r s  a r e  n o t  m e a n s  o f  s p e a k i n g  a b o u t  T r a n s c e n d e n c e ,  b u t
a r e  s i m p l y  t h e  m e d i a  w h e r e b y  T r a n s c e n d e n c e ,  a s  t h e  r e a l i t y
( 4 1 )
b e h i n d  c y p h e r s ,  b e c o m e s  p r e s e n t  t o  o n e .
A c c o r d i n g  t o  O t t o ,  a  s c h e m a  p u r p o r t s  t o  p e r f o r m  t w o
f u n c t i o n s - -  t o  e x p r e s s  a  f e e l i n g  a n a l o g o u s  t o  t h e  r e l i g i o u s
f e e l i n g  a n d  t o  a r o u s e  t h e  r e l i g i o u s  f e e l i n g .  I n  n e i t h e r  c a s e
d o  s c h e m a  r e f e r  t o  G o d ,  H i m s e l f .  S c h e m a  a r e  a n  a i d  t o  h e l p
o n e  k n o w  G o d  i n s o f a r  a s  b y  ’ t o  k n o w ’ w e  m e a n  ’ t o  e x p e r i e n c e ’
( 4 2 )
o r  ’ t o  b e c o m e  a w a r e  o f ’ .  G o d  i s  p r e s e n t  t o  o n e  i n  o n e ’ s
e x p e r i e n c e  o f  H i m ,  a n d  o n e ’ s  a w a r e n e s s  o f  t h e  N u m i n o u s  c a r r i e s  
w i t h  i t  t h e  a w a r e n e s s  o f  G o d  a s  m y s t e r i u m  t r e m e n d u m ,  b u t  a  
s c h e m a  b e a r s  a  l i k e n e s s ,  n o t  t o  G o d ,  b u t  t o  t h e  r e l i g i o u s  
a w a r e n e s s  o f  t h e  N u m i n o u s *
W e  h a v e  a l r e a d y  n o t e d  t h a t  a c c o r d i n g  t o  B u b e r  G o d  b e c o m e s  
p r e s e n t  t o  m e n  i n  p e r s o n a l  r e l a t i o n s h i p s .  O n e  m e e t s  t h e  
E x t e r n a l  T h o u  i n  m e e t i n g  h u m a n  t h o u s .  T h u s ,  G o d  c a n  b e  
s p o k e n  o f  a s  p e r s o n a l ,  b u t  p r o p e r l y  s p e a k i n g  t h i s  d o e s  n o t  
s p e a k  a b o u t  G o d  a t  a l l .  I t  t e l l s  o n e  n o t h i n g  o f  G o d ’ s  r e a l  
n a t u r e ;  i t  o n l y  s p e a k s  o f  G o d ’ s  ’ w a y s ’ ,  f o r  a c c o r d i n g  t o  
B u b e r ,  ’ p e r s o n a l ’ r e f e r s  t o  G o d  o n l y  a s  h e  g i v e s  H i m s e l f  t o
( 4 1 )  J a s p e r s ,  T r u t h  a n d  S y m b o l ,  p p . 4 0 ;  4 3 f . ;  5 6 ;  s e e  above 
p p .  1 0 7 - 1 1 0 .
( 4 2 )  O t t o ,  o p . c i t . ,  p p . 2 6 f f ;  6 6 f f .
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m e n .  I n d e e d ,  B u l s e r  c o n t e n d s  t h a t  e v e r y t h i n g  o n e  m a y  s a y
(43)
o f  G o d  s p e a k s  o f  H i m  o n l y  a s  H e  i s  i n  r e l a t i o n  t o  m e n .
H e i m  d o e s  n o t  t r e a t  t h e  q u e s t i o n  o f  h o w  o n e  c a n  s p e a k  
a b o u t  a  t r a n s c e n d e n t  G o d ;  b u t  h e  i s  g r e a t l y  i n t e r e s t e d  i n  
t h e  q u e s t i o n  o f  h o w  a  t r a n s c e n d e n t  G o d  c a n  b e  p r e s e n t  t o  m e n ,  
a n d  i t  i s  o n e  o f  t h e  m e r i t s  o f  H e i m ’ s  s y s t e m  t h a t  i t  p r e s e n t s  
s o  c l e a r l y  t h e  n o t i o n s  o f  G o d ’ s  o m n i p r e s e n c e  a n d  i n t e r ­
p e n e t r a t i n g  a c t i v i t y .  I n  H e i m ’ s  p r e s e n t a t i o n ,  s u p r a p o l a r  
s p a c e  e n c o m p a s s e s  a l l  o t h e r  s p a c e s .  H e n c e ,  G o d ,  a s  
t r a n s c e n d e n t  ’ i n ’ s u p r a p o l a r  s p a c e ,  m a y  b e  a c t i v e  i n  a l l  
o t h e r  s u b o r d i n a t e  s p a c e s *  H e i m ’ s  i d e a  o f  d i m e n s i o n a l
s u b o r d i n a t i o n  p r o v i d e s  t h e  k e y  f o r  t h e  e x p r e s s i o n  o f  t h i s  
( 4 4  )
p o i n t .  J u s t  a s  t h e  l i n e  AB m a y  b e  c o n s i d e r e d  a s  p a r t i c i p a ­
t i n g  i n  t h e  c u b e  A B G D E F G H ,  s o  t o o ,  i t  m a y  b e  c o n s i d e r e d  a s  
p a r t i c i p a t i n g  i n  t h e  s q u a r e  A B C D ,  T h e r e  i s  n o  i d e a  o f  
m u t u a l  e x c l u s i o n .  L i n e  A B  i s  p r e s e n t  i n  b o t h  s t r u c t u r e s  a n d  
i s  r e a l  i n  b o t h .  S i m i l a r l y ,  H e i m  e x p r e s s e s  G o d ’ s  
o m n i p r e s e n c e .  G o d  i s  t r a n s c e n d e n t  a s  b e l o n g i n g  r i g h t l y  t o  
s u p r a p o l a r  s p a c e ,  b u t  i n a s m u c h  a s  s u p r a p o l a r  s p a c e  e n c o m p a s s e s  
a n d  i n c l u d e s  a l l  o t h e r  s p a c e s  G o d  i s  a l s o  o m n i p r e s e n t  a n d  
a c t i v e  i n  t h e  w o r l d  i n  a n  i n t e r p e n e t r a t i n g  m a n n e r ,  i . e .  G o d  
i s  n o t  o n l y  t h e  t r a n s c e n d e n t  G o d  o f  a  t r a n s c e n d e n t a l  r e a l m ,  
b u t  i s  a l s o  w h a t  B l a c k h a m  c a l l s  t h e  ’ u p s h o t ’ o f  m e a n i n g  i n
( 4 3 )  B u b e r , I  A n d  T h o u ,  p .  1 3 4 ,
( 4 4 )  H e i m ,  C h r i s t i a n  E a i t h  a n d  N a t u r a l  S c i e n c e ,  p . 1 7 2 .
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( 4 5 )
t h i s  w orld . Hence, an occurrence may he granted  as 
r e a l  and as b e lo n g in g  t o  the world o f  s e n s i b l e  p erc ep tio n  
and cause and e f f e c t  (as AB b elongs to  ABCD) w h i le ,  a t  th e  
same t im e , t h i s  same occurrence may be known as an a c t  o f  
God (as AB b elon gs t o  ABCDEFGH).
However, th e  c r u c ia l  q u e s t io n  a r i s e s  in  co n s id e r in g  
th e  Logos d o c tr in e  as found in  th e  Fourth G ospel. So  long  
as th e  Logos d o c tr in e  remained sim ply w i th in  th e  l i m i t s  o f  
Jew ish  and H e l l e n i s t i c  th ou gh t , we need have a s s e r t e d  no 
more than M a sc a ll ,  i . e .  we need on ly  have sa id  th a t  th e  world  
bears a l ik e n e s s  to  God inasmuch as i t  was c r e a te d  by His 
Logos. T his need have le d  on ly  to  the n o t io n  o f  God’ s 
tran scen d en ce  as th a t  o f  a S e l f - s u b s i s t e n t  Being who
cr ea ted  th e  world by and a f t e r  His own im age. Thus, th e  
fou n d a tion  would be l a i d  fo r  knowledge and e x p r e ss io n  o f  
God’ s n atu re  in  terms s im i la r  to  th o se  founded on th e  d o c tr in e  
of a n a lo g ia  e n t i s .  Here th e  d o c tr in e  o f  a n a lo g ia  e n t i s  
would not r e s t  upon arguments o f  a n a tu r a l  th e o lo g y  but upon 
th e  a s s e r t io n  o f  f a i t h  th a t  God crea ted  th e  world by and 
a f t e r  His Logos, However, w ith  th e  i d e n t i f i c a t i o n  o f  Jesu s  
and th e  In ca rn a te  Logos, th e  Fourth E v a n g e l is t  seems to  be 
adding s o t e r i o l o g i c a l  and r e v e la to r y  fu n c t io n s  t o  th e  Logos, 
F u rth er , no lo n g er  i s  i t  n e c e ssa r y  to  see but dimly th e  
Logos in  c r e a t io n ,  fo r  now a s p e c i f i c  r e v e la t io n  i s  g iv e n ,
( 4 5 )  B l a c k h a m ,  S i x  E x i s t e n t i a l i s t  T h i n k e r s ,  p . 6 2 .
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”The Logos became f l e s h ,  and dwelt among u s ,  and we b eh eld  
His g lo r y ” .
There now a r i s e s  a h o st  o f  p erp le x in g  q u e s t io n s .  I s  
Jesu s  C hrist a symbol or cypher in  which God i s  p resen t and 
which p o in ts  men beyond h im s e lf  t o  th e  Father? I s  C hrist  
pn^y a cypher or a symbol? I s  th e r e  a d i f f e r e n c e  o f  k ind  or 
sim ply  o f  degree between C hrist as a cypher or symbol and 
a l l  o th er  cyphers and symbols o f God? I s  th e  In ca rn a te  
Logos th e  in c a r n a t io n  o f  God a se  or o f  God pro n ob is?  From 
one p o in t  o f  v iew , th e s e  q u e s t io n s  may seem t o  be i l l e g i t i m a t e .  
They may appear to  be q u e s t io n s  based upon a m etap h ysica l  
id e a  o f  C h r is to lo g y  ( i . e ,  upon th e  id e a  o f  th e  d i v i n i t y  and 
humanity o f  C hrist exp ressed  in  terms o f  a h y p o s ta t ic  union)  
w h ile  i n v e s t i g a t i n g  God’ s transcend en ce  in  e x i s t e n t i a l i s t  
c a t e g o r ie s .  From another p o in t o f  v iew , however, i t  may seem 
th a t  th e  b a s ic  q u e s t io n s  and answers are th e  same in  both  
an e x i s t e n t i a l i s t  system  and a m etaphysic o f  su b sta n ce , and 
th a t  on ly  th e  e x p r e ss io n s  o f  th e  q u e s t io n s  and answers d i f f e r .  
I t  might be argued th a t  each system  a sk s ,  in  i t s  o m  way, about 
th e  meaning and u lt im a cy  o f  C h r is t ,  In  th e  m etap h ysica l  
system  th e  d e s c r ip t io n  o f  C hrist as th e  Son o f  God seek s  to  
show th a t  Jesu s  has a l l  the meaning and u lt im a c y  o f  a prophet 
who malies God’ s w i l l  known to  men and who p o in ts  men to  th e  God 
who d i f f e r s  a b s o lu te ly  from th e  prophet, w h i le  at th e  same 
tim e i t  seek s  t o  exp ress  th e  f a c t  th a t  th e  Son o f  God i s  more
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than  a r e v e a le r  o f  God and a p o in te r  t o  God, and th a t  th e r e
i s  no a b so lu te  d i f f e r e n c e  between God and His Son such as
th e r e  i s  between God and His prophet. From what we have
s a id  above and from what we s h a l l  say below , i t  w i l l  be seen
th a t  we c o n s id e r  t h i s  q u e s t io n  and answer t o  be th e  same
as asked and answered by f a i t h  in  terms o f  symbol and cypher.
At th e  b eg in n in g  o f  our answer we can say  th a t  Jesu s
i s  a symbol or cypher o f  God, i . e  in  f a i t h ,  th e  d i s c i p l e s
see  God in  Him, and He p o in ts  them beyond H im self to  God.
But i s  i t  s u f f i c i e n t  sim ply  to  say  th a t  Jesu s  i s  a synbol
or cypher o f  God. A symbol or cypher, i t  w i l l  be remembered,
makes God p r e s e n t ,  i . e .  i t  i s  not God, H im se lf ,  but the media
(46)
through which God i s  p resen t t o  one. I t  i s  tem pting  
t o  e x p la in  th e  Logos G h r is to lo g y  a long th e s e  l i n e s ,  i . e *  t o  
d i s t i n g u i s h  between J e s u s ,  th e  man, and th e  Logos r e a l i t y  
which l i e s  behind and sh in e s  through him, f o r  t h i s  p resen ta ­
t io n  does indeed  exp ress  a s t r a in  o f  th e  Logos d o c tr in e  th a t  
f r e q u e n t ly  occurs in  th e  Fourth G ospel. Such an answer ha.s 
th e  m erit o f  c l a r i t y ,  but i t  would appear th a t  i t  f a l l s  
in t o  th e  error  o f  an over-sharp  d i s t i n c t i o n  between th e  two 
n a tu res  o f  C h r is t .  In  such a p r e s e n ta t io n ,  th e  In carn ate
(46) Both T i l l i c h  and Jasp ers  d i s t i n g u i s h  between a synbol
or cypher as a s ig n ,  and th e  r e a l i t y  th a t  appears through  
i t .  c f .  T i l l i c h ,  Theology o f  C u ltu re , p p .2 8 f .  and Jasp ers  
Truth and Symbol, p p .4 0 f . ;  62.
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Logos i s  not r e a l l y  one b e in g ,  but tw o. Jesu s  and th e  Logos 
need have no more e s s e n t i a l  r e l a t i o n  than a f l a g  and i t s  
cou n try , and j u s t  as a f l a g  ce a se s  to  be a symbol o f  i t s  
country when i t s  p eop le  d isc a r d  i t ,  so  J esu s  and th e  Logos 
would need have no i d e n t i f i c a t i o n  o u ts id e  o f  f a i t h .  How i t  
i s  t r u e  th a t  th e  p resen ce  o f  God in  C hrist may not be p e r ­
c e iv e d  o u ts id e  o f  f a i t h ,  but f a i t h  does n ot c la im  to  c r e a te  
t h i s  i d e n t i f i c a t i o n ;  r a th e r ,  f a i t h  p e r c e iv e s  and r e c o g n iz e s  
t h i s  i d e n t i t y  as e x i s t i n g  independent o f  i t s  p e r c e p t io n .
T h ere fo re , i t  would seem th a t  whereas we can e a s i l y  
say th a t  J esu s  i s  a cypher or a symbol, th a t  having sa id  t h i s  
we have not s a id  a l l  th a t  th e  Logos d o c tr in e  seek s  t o  say  
concern ing  G h r is to lo g y . T h is  ’more’ appears to  be what 
e s s e n t i a l l y  d i s t in g u i s h e s  a C h r is t ia n  from a T h e is t .  J asp ers  
i s  a t h e i s t i c  p h ilo so p h e r  who i s  w i l l i n g  t o  accept J esu s  as
a cy p h er --  even as the^ cypher fo r  p eop le  o f  a C h r is t ia n
( 47 )
background-- but no more. On th e  o th er  hand, T i l l i c h
w r it e s  as a C h r is t ia n  th e o lo g ia n  who seems t o  d i s t in g u i s h  
between C hrist and other sym bols. The b a s ic  p o in t  o f  d i f f e r ­
ence l i e s  in  T i l l i c h ’ s w i l l in g n e s s  to  admit th a t  in  th e
( 4 7 )  J a s p e r s ,  T r u t h  a n d  S y m b o l ,  p p . 7 6 f .
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(4 8 )
m ystery o f  th e  In ca r n a t io n  God e x i s t s .  In  every  o ther
c a s e ,  T i l l i c h  i n s i s t s  th a t  God does not e x i s t  hut i s  beyond 
and behind a l l  e x i s t e n t s .  In  c o n tr a s t ,  J a sp ers  m ain ta in s  a l l  
through h i s  p h i lo s o p h iz in g  th a t  Transcendence i s  not an 
e x i s t e n t ,  an.d he s e e s  th e  C h r is t o lo g ic a l  a s s e r t io n  th a t  God 
became man as b e in g  an i r r a t io n a l  departure  from the n o t io n  
o f T ranscendence. Indeed , f o r  him, such a C h r is t o lo g ic a l  
a s s e r t io n  i s  a co n fu s io n  between Transcendence and th e  
w orld .
I t  i s  n o t our in t e n t io n  t o  e x p la in  away th e  m ystery o f  
th e  In c a r n a t io n .  What we are a ttem p tin g  to  do i s  to  show th at  
th e  Logos d o c t r in e ’ s a s s e r t io n  th a t  th e  Logos became f l e s h  
in  Jesu s  C h r is t ,  a s c r ib e s  t o  Him more than th e  natu re  of a
(48) ”I t  would be a g rea t  v i c t o r y  fo r  C h r is t ia n  a p o lo g e t ic s  
i f  th e  words ’God’ and ’ e x i s t e n c e ’ were v e r y  d e f i n i t e l y  
sep ara ted  except in  th e  paradox o f  God becoming m a n ifes t  
under th e  c o n d it io n s  o f  e x i s t e n c e ,  th a t  i s ,  in  th e  
C h r is t o lo g ic a l  paradox”. ( T i l l i c h ,  S y stem a tic  T heology , I ,  
p .2 2 7 ) .
’’C h r is t ia n  th e o lo g y  i s  th e  th e o lo g y  in s o f a r  as i t  i s  based  
on th e  t e n s io n  between th e  a b s o lu t e ly  co n c r e te  and th e  
a b s o lu te ly  u n i v e r s a l . . . .  But i t  i s  n e c e s sa r y  t o  accept  
th e  v i s i o n  o f  e a r ly  C h r is t ia n i ty  th a t  i f  Jesu s  i s  c a l le d  
th e  C hrist he m u s t . . .  be the p o in t  o f  i d e n t i t y  between th e  
a b s o lu t e ly  co n cr e te  and th e  a b so lu te  u n i v e r s a l .” ( T i l l i c h ,  
S y stem a tic  T heology , I ,  pp. 19f.)
"It was not a co sm o lo g ica l  i n t e r e s t  (Harnack) but a m atter  
o f  l i f e  and death fo r  th e  e a r ly  Church which le d  t o  th e  
u se  o f  th e  S to ic -P h iI o n ic  lo g o s  d o c tr in e  in  order t o  exp ress  
th e  u n iv e r s a l  meaning o f  the event ’J esu s  th e  C h r is t ’ . .* #
For t h i s  reason  th e  Church fought d e s p e r a te ly  a g a in s t  the  
attem pt o f  A rianism  to  make th e  C h rist  in t o  one o f  the  
cosmic powers, a lth ough  th e  h ig h e s t ,  d ep r iv in g  him o f  b o th  
h i s  a b so lu te  u n i v e r s a l i t y  (he i s  l e s s  than God) and h is  
a b so lu te  co n cr e ten ess  (he i s  more than man). ” ( T i l l i c h ,  
S y stem a tic  T heology , I ,  pp.SO f. )
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symbol or cypher, which n atu re  i s  on ly  t o  make p resen t  
som ething th a t  i s  not i t s e l f *  The G h r is to lo g y  o f  the  
Logos d o c tr in e  a ff ir m s  not th a t  Jesu s  i s  th e  symbol or cypher  
o f  th e  Logos, which a f f ir m a t io n  would a l lo w  a sharp d i s ­
t i n c t i o n  between th e  Logos and th e  person J e s u s ,  but th a t  
Jesu s  i s  th e  In carn ate  Logos* Such an a f f ir m a t io n  i s  a state*  
ment o f  f a i t h ,  but i t  i s  a statem ent o f  f a i t h ’ s p erc ep tio n  
o f  th e  r e a l i t y  o f  Jesu s  C h r is t .
However, having s a id  th a t  C hrist i s  not m erely  a symbol 
or cypher o f  God, but th e  very  In ca rn a tio n  o f  Him, we are  
s t i l l  l e f t  w ith  th e  q u e s t io n  o f  whether th e  In carn a te  Logos 
i s  God a se  or God pro n o b is .  In  our i n v e s t i g a t i o n  o f  
th e  background meaning o f  th e  Logos d o c tr in e  we prepared th e  
way fo r  our answer to  t h i s  q u e s t io n .  In  both  th e  Jew ish  
and H e l l e n i s t i c  foreshadow ings o f  the Logos d o c tr in e ,  we saw 
th a t  th e  Logos was not i d e n t i f i e d  w ith  God a s e .  In  Jew ish  
thought n e i t h e r  th e  Wisdom o f  God nor th e  Word o f  th e  Lord 
were con sid ered  to  be i d e n t i c a l  w ith  th e  whole o f  God.
a lth ou gh  b o th  were e x p r e s s iv e  o f  God’ s n a tu r e ,  th ey  were not
(49)
ex h a u st iv e  o f  i t .  A lso  in  th e  p h ilo so p h y  o f  P laton ism
th e  Logos Y/as not i d e n t i c a l  to  God, but was th e  mind o f  God 
which was once removed from God’ s e s s e n c e  as th e  kosmos
( 4 9 )  s e e  a b o v e  p p . 2 7 3 ;  2 9 3 f .
—^ 00—
n o eto s  and tw ic e  removed from God’ s e s se n c e  as th e  immanent
(50)
lo g o s  in  c r e a t io n .  F urther , in  th e  s y n t h e s i s  o f  th e s e  
two so u rces  hy P h ilo  Ju d ean s, the monotheism o f  Judaism
(51)
emerges even more s t r o n g ly  than in  th e  Wisdom l i t e r a t u r e .
Thus 5 s im ply  understood  from i t s  backgrounds, i t  Y/ould appear 
th a t  the Logos d o c tr in e  o f  the Fourth Gospel sim ply a s s e r t s  
th e  in c a r n a t io n  o f  God’ s Logos, not o f  th e  f u ln e s s  o f  the  
Godhead.
However, we may wonder i f  th e  Fourth E v a n g e l i s t ’ s Logos
d o c tr in e  does not make a departure from i t s  Jew ish  and
H e l l e n i s t i c  a n teced en ts  so as t o  a l t e r  such  a c o n c lu s io n .
Our i n v e s t i g a t i o n  seems to  p o in t  out th a t  s e v e r a l  new id e a s  or
new emphases a r i s e  in  th e  Fourth G ospel. F i r s t ,  th e  whole
(52)
n o t io n  o f  th e  In c a r n a t io n  o f  th e  Logos i s  new, and we have 
d is c u s s e d  i t s  im p l ic a t io n s  in  t r e a t in g  th e  id e a  o f  th e  In ca rn ate  
Logos as a symbol or cypher. S econ d ly , new (or newly emphasiz­
ed) fu n c t io n s  o f  the Logos appear in  th e  Fourth G ospel, v i z .
(53)
fu n c t io n s  o f  a s o t e r i o l o g i c a l  and r e v e la t o r y  n a tu re . Do,
th e n , th e s e  changes a f f e c t  th e  r e la t i o n  o f  th e  Logos t o  God?
F i r s t ,  we must say  th a t  th e  changes caused by th e  Fourth  
E v a n g e l i s t ’ s treatm ent o f  the Logos d o c tr in e  do not seem stron g
(50) See above pp. 2 9 5 f f  # ; 3 1 0 f .
(51) See above p. 285
(52) See above pp. 3631.
(53) See above pp. 329-348; 350
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enougli to  in v a l id a t e  th e  d i s t i n c t i o n  betw een God and th e  
Logos, Any in c r e a s e  i n  the fu n c t io n  o f  th e  Logos and any 
c lo s e r  communion between the Logos and God s t i l l  s top  sh ort  
o f p o s i t i v e  i d e n t i f i c a t i o n  between th e  Logos and th e  fu ln e s s  
o f  th e  Godhead. A lthough th e  Logos assumes a s o t e r i o l o g i c a l  
fu n c t io n  i t  remains th e  agent or instrum ent o f  God who i s ,  
H im se lf ,  S o te r .  F u rth er , th e  r e v e la to r y  fu n c t io n  o f  th e  
In ca rn a te  Logos i s  not a commission performed o u ts id e  o f  f a i t h ,  
and r e s u l t s  more in  a w itn e s s  to  God (a r e v e la t io n  o f  God) 
than in  a bestowed knowledge o f  God’ s b e in g  and nature (a 
r e v e la t io n  about God). Indeed , we have seen  th a t  Bultmann 
goes so fa r  as to  say  th a t  Jesu s  r e v e a ls  o n ly  th a t  he i s  th e  
R ev e a ler .
Having s a id  t h i s ,  we must now say th a t  th e  Logos d o c tr in e
in  th e  Fourth Gospel seeks t o  exp ress  a le s s e n e d  d is ta n c e
between th e  tran scen d en t God and His L ogos, th ereb y  seek in g
t o  ex p ress  a le s s e n e d  d is ta n c e  between th e  tran scen d en t God
and His w orld . We have a lrea d y  noted  th a t  p r e -C h r is t ia n
d o c tr in e s  o f  th e  Logos seek  to  sa fegu ard  th e  n o t io n  o f  a
tra n scen d en t God from the charge o f  rem oten ess , inasmuch as
th ey  co n ce iv e  o f  th e  Logos not as a s u b s t i t u t e  fo r  God but
(54)
as God’ s in stru m en t, perform ing God’ s w i l l .  F u rth er ,
we argued th a t  in  th e  Fourth Gospel th e r e  e x i s t s  a c lo s e r  
communion between God and His Logos than i s  t o  be found in  
Jew ish  and H e l l e n i s t i c  system s. We p o in te d  to  the sta tem en ts
(5 4 )  S ee  above p p . 2 6 8 ;  286 ;  3 1 5 - 3 1 0
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concern ing  th e  u n i t y  o f  w i l l  and purpose , o f  power and work 
between th e  tra n scen d en t God and th e  In ca rn a te  Logos, and we 
concluded th a t  ”th e  Logos o f  th e  Fourth Gospel i s  God’ s 
in stru m en t, but i t  i s  an instrum ent in  f u l l  communion w ith  God, 
ex p r e ss in g  in  work and word the nature o f  G od.”
In  answer to  our q u e s t io n ,  th en , we may say th a t  th e  
In carn a te  Logos i s  and r e v e a l s  God pro n o b is ,  but we can se e  
now th a t  a lth ough  th e  d i s t i n c t i o n  between God a se  and God 
pro n o b is  may be v a l i d ,  th e r e  i s  com plete c o n s is te n c y  in  God’ s 
n a tu r e .  Although we may not say th a t  God pro n o b is  i s  
ex h a u st iv e  o f  God a s e ,  we can say th a t  th e  e s s e n t i a l  u n i ty  
o f  th e s e  two a s p e c ts  i s  such th a t  what i s  known o f God pro, 
n obis  can be sa id  to  b elon g  e s s e n t i a l l y  t o  God a s e .
Such a co n c lu s io n  must s u r e ly  e x p re ss  a le s s e n e d  d i s ­
tan ce  between th e  tran scen d en t God and His w orld , fo r  in  God’ s 
r e v e la t io n  o f  H im self  pro n ob is  we are g iv en  a r e v e la t io n  o f  
H im self as He i s .  T his means th a t  we cannot fo l lo w  Buber’ s 
oversharp d i s t i n c t i o n  between God’ s fa c e  and God’ s ways. Nor
can we f o l lo w  Buber in  say in g  th a t  God’ s ways are not i n d i e -
(56)
a t iv e  o f  His f a c e .  I t  would appear to  us th a t  an a c t  o f
God comes from God’ s a s e i t a s  and t e l l s  one o f  God’ s fa c e .
This i s  not t o  say  th a t  such r e v e l a t i o n  i s  co m p le te ly  under­
s to o d ,  Man d o e s ,  in d eed , modify God’ s summons and sen d in g s;
(55) See above p. 37lL
(56) Buber, Mamre, p ,4 3 ;  c f ,  I  And Thou, p ,1 3 4 .
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and th e  r e v e l a t i o n  g iv e n  by God does n ot exhaust His
n a tu r e ,  so  th a t  God i s  never ’known’ , ’p o s s e s s e d ’ or
’h a n d led ’ . N e v e r th e le s s ,  God’ s r e v e l a t i o n  i s  a t r u e
r e v e l a t i o n  o f  God,
T his c o n c lu s io n  may be c l e a r l y  ex p ressed  in  th e
t h e o l o g i c a l  p r e s e n ta t io n  o f  Karl Heim, Heim contends th a t
th e  s id e  o f  God which man knows i s  on ly  one a sp e c t  o f  God,
( 5 7 )
” , .  a s id e  which i s  turned  towards u s , , , , ” The u l t im a te
r e a l i t y  o f  God, H im se lf ,  ” , , .rem ains th a t  which i s  ’w h o lly
o t h e r ’ , t o t a l l y  in com p reh en sib le  and e n t i r e l y  i n a c c e s s i b l e
( 5 8 )
t o  our thought and o b s e r v a t io n ,” Thus, Heim p r e se r v e s  
God’ s tra n scen d en ce  by means o f  a d i s t i n c t i o n  not u n l ik e  
th a t  o f  God a se  and God pro n o b is .  At th e  same t im e ,  
Heim’ s p r e s e n ta t io n  a l lo w s  fo r  th e  r e a l i t y  o f  God’ s 
r e v e l a t i o n ,  i . e ,  th e  s id e  o f  God th a t  i s  turned  tov/ards 
us i s  a s id e  o f  God H im se lf ,  To be sure God a se  
tr a n sce n d s  God pro n o b is ,  but t h i s  does not mean th a t  God 
pro n o b is  i s  a d i f f e r e n t  God from God a s e ,  th a t  God pro 
n o b is  i s  s im p ly  an accommodation o f  God t o  th e  s i t u a t i o n  
o f  man or th a t  God pro n o b is  i s  s im ply  an appearance o f  
God which d i f f e r s  s i g n i f i c a n t l y  from His r e a l i t y .
—ii04—
The Logos d o c tr in e  o f  th e  Fourth Gospel p o in ts  out th a t
suprem ely in  th e  act o f  th e  In c a r n a t io n , God i s  r e v e a le d ,
t r u l y  r e v e a le d  a lth ou gh  not e x h a u s t iv e ly  r e v e a le d .  T his  a c t
o f  God r e v e a ls  Him as lo v in g ,  as F a th er , as ’ fo r  u s ’ in
c r e a t io n ,  p rov id en ce  and s a l v a t io n ,  "The Logos p o in ts  beyond
i t s e l f  t o  th e  tra n scen d en t God, but i t  p o in ts  to  th e  God
whose p urpose , w i l l ,  and n atu re  are l i k e  i t s  own, s in c e  th e r e
(59)
i s  f u l l  communion between th e  tr a n sce n d en t  God and His L o g o s ,”
I I I
L a s t ly ,  we tu rn  to  co n sid er  th e  d o c tr in e  o f  tra n scen d en ce  
in  regard  t o  what i t  s e e k s  t o  e x p r e ss  and sa fegu ard  in  th e  
id e a  o f  God* T r a d i t io n a l ly  t h i s  d o c tr in e  has sought t o  s a f e ­
guard God from b e in g  i d e n t i f i e d  w ith  th e  w orld , w h i le ,  a t th e  
same t im e , i t  has sought t o  p reserv e  th e  t r u th  o f  God’ s 
co n ta c t  w ith  th e  w orld . The e x p r e s s io n  o f  such a v iew  has 
cen tred  around th e  id e a  o f  c r e a t io n  and has been defended  in  
c o n tr o v e r s ie s  such as th o s e  concern ing  n a tu r a l  r e l i g i o n ,  
r e v e l a t i o n  and e v o lu t io n .  S p a t ia l  p i c t u r e s ,  such as th e  
th r e e -d e c k e r  u n iv e r s e ,  have been u sed  t o  ex p r e ss  God’ s 
tr a n sce n d en ce , and te r m s , such as ’ s u p e r n a tu r a l’ , have most
( 5 9 )  s e e  a b o v e , p ,  3 7 2
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f r e q u e n t ly  sought t o  p resen t th e  tra n scen d en ce  o f  God in  
s p a t i a l  c o n c e p ts .  These same id e a s  have appeared in  our 
s t u d ie s  o f  th e  Logos d o c tr in e  and, t o  a l e s s e r  d eg ree , th e  
th e o lo g y  o f  E. L. M a sc a ll .  G en era lly , however, we concerned  
o u r s e lv e s  w ith  ask in g  what such id e a s  r e a l l y  mean. To-day  
in  v iew  o f  B i b l i c a l  s c h o la r s h ip ,  no l e s s  th an  in  v iew  o f  
space f l i g h t ,  th e  p ic tu r e  o f  th e  world in  term s of a t h r e e -  
decker u n iv e r s e  or o f  n atu re  and su pern atu re has been  
d e s tr o y e d . So t o o ,  fo r  some tim e th e  id e a  o f  God th e  
C reator , as a su p er , m a te r ia l  producing a r t i f i c e r ,  has been  
becoming in c r e a s in g ly  d i f f i c u l t  to  a ccep t as a m eaningfu l  
c o n c e p t io n , i f  i t  i s  p o s s ib l e  t o  accep t i t  a t a l l .  I f ,  
t h e r e f o r e ,  we seem t o  have been unduly  concerned w ith  th e  
world  o f  e x p e r ie n c e  in  our i n v e s t i g a t i o n ,  i t  i s  becau se  i t  i s  
t h i s  w orld  a lo n e  which now appears as an in d u b ita b le  r e a l i t y  
from which t o  s t a r t , and because o f  th e  consequent d e s i r a b i l i t y  
o f  e x p r e ss in g  our id e a s  in  terms o f  our e x i s t e n c e  and e x p e r i ­
ence (both  o b j e c t iv e  and e x i s t e n t i a l )  in  order to  g a in  a 
h e a r in g .  So i t  i s  th a t  we ask what th e  d o c tr in e  o f  th e  
tra n scen d en ce  o f  God seek s  t o  sa fegu ard  and express and how 
such o b j e c t iv e s  are t o  be ach ieved  in  l i g h t  o f  p resen t  
th e o lo g y  and p h ilo so p h y .
F i r s t ,  t h e  d o c t r i n e  o f  G o d ’ s  t r a n s c e n d e n c e  s e e k s  t o
—406—
a v o i d  a n y  c o n f u s i o n  b e t w e e n  G o d  a n d  t h e  w o r l d ,  a n d  i n  o r d e r  
t o  e x p r e s s  t h i s  p o i n t  o u r  s e l e c t e d  t h i n k e r s  u s e  d i f f e r e n t  
a p p r o a c h e s .  M a s c a l l ’ s  d o c t r i n e  o f  t r a n s c e n d e n c e  p r e s e n t s  
G o d ’ s  n a t u r e  a s  s e l f - s u b s i s t e n t  c r e a t o r  i n  c o m p a r a t i v e l y  
o r t h o d o x  t e r m s ,  a n d  w e  c r i t i c i z e d  h i s  t r e a t m e n t  o n  t h e  
g r o u n d  t h a t  s u c h  a  p o s i t i o n  t e n d s  t o  r e g a r d  a l l  b e i n g s  a s  b e i n g  
o f  o n e  o r d e r ,  a n d  t h a t  c o n s e q u e n t l y  t h e  i d e a  o f  G o d  a s  a n  
i n f i n i t e  b e i n g  ( e v e n  a n  i n f i n i t e  b e i n g  w h o  e x i s t s  a  s e )  
u l t i m a t e l y  l o w e r s  G o d  t o  t h e  l e v e l  o f  o t h e r  b e i n g s ,  t o  t h e  
l e v e l  o f  t h e  w o r l d .  C o n s e q u e n t l y ,  w e  j u d g e d  t h a t  s u c h  a  
p o s i t i o n  f a i l s  t o  s a f e g u a r d ,  a d e q u a t e l y  G o d ’ s  t r a n s c e n d e n c e  
o f  t h e  w o r l d *
T i l l i c h  a n d  J a s p e r s ,  u s i n g  q u i t e  s i m i l a r  a p p r o a c h e s ,  
a r r i v e  a t  s i m i l a r  c o n c l u s i o n s  r e g a r d i n g  t h e  d o c t r i n e  o f  
t r a n s c e n d e n c e .  B o t h  m e n  w i s h  t o  p r e s e r v e  G o d ’ s  q u a l i t a t i v e  
d i f f e r e n c e  f r o m  t h e  w o r l d .  T o  t h i s  e n d  t h e i r  o n t o l o g i c a l  
a n d  e x i s t e n t i a l i s t  a n a l y s e s  r e v e a l e d  a  l a c k  o f  u l t i m a c y  
i n  t h e  w o r l d  o f  p h e n o m e n a l  a p p e a r a n c e .  T h u s ,  t h e y  a r e  l e d  
t o  t h e  p l a c e  w h e r e  e i t h e r  n o t h i n g n e s s  o r  T r a n s c e n d e n c e  m a y  
b e  a f f i r m e d .  B o t h  m e n  a f f i r m  G o d  o r  T r a n s c e n d e n c e  i n  f a i t h - - -  
T i l l i c h  u p o n  t h e  b a s i s  o f  a  g i v e n  a w a r e n e s s  o f  t h e  U n c o n d i t i o n ­
a l  a n d  J a s p e r s  u p o n  t h e  b a s i s  o f  a  l e a p  o f  f a i t h  w h i c h  s e e s ,  
i n  r e t r o s p e c t ,  t h a t  s u c h  a  l e a p  o r  a f f i r m a t i o n  o f  f a i t h  i s  
p o s s i b l e  o n l y  b e c a u s e  T r a n s c e n d e n c e  u n d e r l i e s  t h i s  l e a p  o r  
a f f i r m a t i o n .  B o t h  j u d g e  t h a t  G o d  o r  T r a n s c e n d e n c e  i s  n o t  a
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b e i n g ,  b u t  i s  t h e  g r o u n d  o f  a l l  b e i n g ,  o r  b e i n g - i t s e l f .  F o r  
b o t h ,  t h i s  i s  a l l  t h a t  c a n  b e  v i r t u a l l y  s a i d  o f  G o d ,  A n o t h e r  
s i m i l a r i t y  l i e s  i n  t h e  f a c t  t h a t  w h e r e a s  b o t h  T i l l i c h  a n d  
J a s p e r s  s p e a l c  o f  s e l f - t r a n s c e n d e n c e  a n d  w o r l d - t r a n s c e n d e n c e ,  
t h e y  a l s o  c o n t e n d  t h a t  s u c h  t r a n s c e n d e n c e s  a r e  n o t  t h e  s a m e  
a s  t h e  t r a n s c e n d e n c e  o f  G o d ,  W e  a t t e m p t e d  t o  s h o w  t h i s  
d i f f e r e n c e  b y  i n t r o d u c i n g  t h e  i d e a  o f  a t h e i s t i c  i n t e r - w o r l d l y  
t r a n s c e n d e n c e  a s  p r e s e n t e d  b y  S a r t r e ,  a n d  b y  c o n t r a s t i n g  i t  
w i t h  J a s p e r s ’ t h e i s t i c  d o c t r i n e  o f  t r a n s c e n d e n c e .  W e  e n d e a v o u r ­
e d  b y  s u c h  a  c o n t r a s t  t o  s h o w  h o w  a  t h e i s t i c  d o c t r i n e  o f  
t r a n s c e n d e n c e  s e e k s  t o  d i s t i n g u i s h  b e t w e e n  t h e  t r a n s c e n d e n c e  
f o u n d  w i t h i n  t h e  w o r l d  a n d  a  t r a n s c e n d e n c e  t h a t  r e f e r s  b e y o n d  
e v e r y  i n t e r - w o r l d l y  t r a n s c e n d e n c e .  I n  t h i s  o n t o l o g i c a l  
s t u d y ,  s p a t i a l  a n d  n a t u r a l  e x p r e s s i o n s  w e r e  i g n o r e d  i n  f a v o u r  
o f  e x i s t e n t i a l i s t  c a t e g o r i e s ,  b u t  t h e  p u r p o s e  a n d  r e s u l t  o f  
t h e  d o c t r i n e  o f  G o d ’ s  t r a n s c e n d e n c e  r e m a i n e d  t h e  s a m e ,  i , e *  
t o  s a f e g u a r d  G o d  f r o m  b e i n g  i d e n t i f i e d  w i t h  t h e  w o r l d  o r  
f r o m  b e c o m i n g  a  s u p e r f l u o u s  c o n c e p t ,
O t t o  a l s o  s t a r t s  f r o m  e x p e r i e n c e  i n  h i s  t r e a t m e n t  o f  
G o d ’ s  t r a n s c e n d e n c e .  H e  r e j e c t s  a n y  p r o o f  f o r  G o d  o r  f o r  
H i s  t r a n s c e n d e n c e , a n d  c o n t e n d s  t h a t  o n e  e x p e r i e n c e s  t h e  
’ o t h e r n e s s  ’ o f  G o d  t h r o u g h  t h e  w o r l d  i n  w h i c h  o n e  l i v e s .
W h i l e  i t  i s  t r u e  t h a t  O t t o  s e e m s  t o  u s e  ’ s c h e m a ’ a s  a  
t e c h n i q u e  t o  m a k e  G o d  p r e s e n t ,  t h e  f a c t  t h a t  h e  a l l o w s  f o r
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t h e  t r u t h  t h a t  n o t  a l l  m e n  b e c o m e  a w a r e  o f  G o d  t h r o u g h
’ s c h e m a ’ p o i n t s  t o  t h e  g i v e n s s s  o f  G o d ’ s  p r e s e n c e  r a t h e r
t h a n  t o  t h e  c o n t r o l  o f  i t .  S i m i l a r l y ,  B u b e r  a r r i v e s  a t  t h e
t r a n s c e n d e n t  G o d  t h r o u g h  t h e  w o r l d  o f  p e r s o n a l  e x p e r i e n c e .  H e
i s  e x t r e m e l y  c l e a r  t h a t  t h e r e  i s  n o  t e  c l i n i q u e  b y  w h i c h  o n e
c o n j u r e s  u p  G o d ,  b u t  r a t h e r  t h a t  G o d  m e e t s  m e n  a n d  i s  m e t
b y  t h e m  t h r o u g h  b o t h  a c t i o n  a n d  s u f f e r i n g ,  t h r o u g h  b o t h  w i l l
a n d  g r a c e ,  G o d  i s  n o t  s i m p l y  t h e  ’ t h o u ’ w h o m  I  m e e t  i n
a n o t h e r  p e r s o n ,  b u t  t h e  E t e r n a l  T h o u  w h o m  I  m e e t  t h r o u g h
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a n o t h e r  h u m a n  t h o u .  I n  t h e  e x p e r i e n c e  o f  G o d ,  i t s e l f ,
b o t h  O t t o  a n d  B u b e r  s e e  G o d  a s  b e i n g  t r a n s c e n d e n t .  N o  n a t u r e
o f  G o d  i s  g i v e n  i n  s u c h  m e e t i n g s .  H e  r e m a i n s  u n k n o w n  e x c e p t
a s  a  P r e s e n c e  a s  p o w e r  o r  a s  o v e r w h e l m i n g  m i g h t  t h a t  a t t r a c t s
w h i l e  i t  a b a s h e s .  T o  e x p r e s s  t h e  m y s t e r i o u s ,  t r a n s c e n d e n t
( 6 1 )
n a t u r e  o f  G o d ,  O t t o  r e f e r s  t o  G o d  a s  ’ I t ’ * B y  t h i s  h e  m e a n s
t h a t  G o d  i s  m o r e  t h a n  t h a t  w h i c h  i s  m e t .  O n  t h e  o t h e r  h a n d ,
B u b e r  s e e k s  t o  e x p r e s s  t h e  u n k n o w n ,  t r a n s c e n d e n t  n a t u r e  o f
G o d  b y  r e f u s i n g  t o  c a l l  G o d  a n  ’ I t ’ ,  G o d  i s  t h e  ’ E t e r n a l  
( 6 2 )
T h o u ’ ,  a n d  a s  s u c h  o n e  o n l y  m e e t s  H i m  a n d  k n o w s  t h a t  H e  
i s .  O n e  n e v e r  h a s  k n o w l e d g e  o f  G o d  a s  o n e  h a s  o f  a n  ’ i t ’ 
o r  o f  a  ’ h i m ’ .  W e  n e e d  f i n d  n o  b a s i c  d i s a g r e e m e n t  b e t w e e n  
t h e s e  t w o  t h e o l o g i a n s  o n  t h i s  p a r t i c u l a r  i s s u e ,  f o r  e v e n
#( 6 0 )  B u b e r ,  I  A n d  T h o u ,  p , 7 5
( 6 1 )  O t t o ,  o p . c i t . ,  p . 2 0 8 .
( 6 2 )  B u b e r ,  I  A n d  T h o u ,  p p . 7 5 - 1 2 0 .
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B u b e r  a d m i t s  t h a t  i n  h i s  t r e a t m e n t  o f  G o d  a s  e t e r n a l l y  T h o u ,  
h e  s p e a k s  o n l y  o f  " w h a t  G o d  i s  i n  h i s  r e l a t i o n  t o  a  m a n ” .
I n  t h e  s e c o n d  p l a c e ,  h o w e v e r ,  t h e  d o c t r i n e  o f  G o d ’ s  
t r a n s c e n d e n c e  s e e k s  t o  s a v e  t h e  n o t i o n  o f  G o d  f r o m  r e m o t e ­
n e s s *  I n  t h e  L o g o s  d o c t r i n e  t h i s  s a f e g u a r d  i s  p r e s e n t e d  b y  
a f f i r m i n g  t h a t  G o d  c r e a t e d  t h e  w o r l d  b y  a n d  a f t e r  H i s  l i k e n e s s ,  
H i s  L o g o s ,  A l s o  i n  t h e  d o c t r i n e  o f  t r a n s c e n d e n c e  a s  p r e s e n t ­
e d  b y  o u r  s e l e c t e d  t h i n k e r s  s u c h  a  s a f e g u a r d  i s  i n t e n d e d ,  
M a s c a l l ,  a g a i n  i n  t r a d i t i o n a l  s p e e c h ,  a f f i r m s  G o d ’ s  r e l a t i o n  
t o  t h e  w o r l d  a s  c r e a t o r  a n d  p r e s e r v e r ;  T i l l i c h  a n d  J a s p e r s  
s e e  G o d  a s  r e l a t e d  t o  t h e  w o r l d  a s  i t s  e n c o m p a s s i n g  g r o u n d ;
O t t o  a n d  B u b e r  a l l o w  t h a t  G o d  a c t s  a n d  m e e t s  m e n  i n  t h e i r  
d a i l y  e x p e r i e n c e s ;  a n d  H e i m ’ s  w h o l e  p r e s e n t a t i o n  o f  G o d ’ s  
t r a n s c e n d e n c e  e n d e a v o u r s  t o  d e m o n s t r a t e  G o d ’ s  o m n i p r e s e n c e  
a n d  i n t e r p e n e t r a t i n g  a c t i v i t y .
W h i l e  w e  a r e  c o n s i d e r i n g  w h a t  e a c h  o f  o u r  s e l e c t e d  
t h e o l o g i a n s  a n d  p h i l o s o p h e r s  s e e k s  t o  s a f e g u a r d  a n d  e x p r e s s  
b y  h i s  d o c t r i n e  o f  t r a n s c e n d e n c e ,  w e  s h o u l d  a l s o  c o n s i d e r  h o w  
e a c h  o n e  a r r i v e s  a t  h i s  p a r t i c u l a r  n o t i o n  o f  t r a n s c e n d e n c e ,  
a n d  i n  o r d e r  t o  p o i n t  t h i s  i n q u i r y  w e  m a y  p o s e  t h e  f o l l o w i n g  
q u e s t i o n .  I s  t r a n s c e n d e n c e  a  r e l a t i o n  w h i c h  o n e  f i r s t  
a p p r e h e n d s  i n  h u m a n  i n t e r - p e r s o n a l  r e l a t i o n s  a n d  w h i c h  i s  
l a t e r  a p p l i e d  t o  G o d ,  o r  i s  t r a n s c e n d e n c e  f i r s t  k n o w n  a s  t h e  
t r a n s c e n d e n c e  o f  G o d  a n d  l a t e r  e x p r e s s e d  i n  t e r m s  o f  t h e  h u m a n  
p r o c e s s  o f  s e l f - t r a n s c e n d e n c e ?
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W e  m a y  b e g i n  o u r  a n s w e r  w i t h  t h e  c l e a r e s t  p o s i t i o n ,  v i z .
t h a t  o f  S a r t r e *  S a r t r e  f i n d s  o n l y  a  h u m a n  p r o c e s s  o f
t r a n s c e n d e n c e ,  i . e *  t h e  p r o c e s s  b y  w h i c h  p o u r - s o i  d i f f e r e n -
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t i a t e s  i t s e l f  f r o m  i t s  e n - s o l *  W e  h a v e  s e e n  t h a t  i n  a
s i m i l a r  w a y  b o t h  T i l l i c h  a n d  J a s p e r s  s p e a k  o f  G o d  a s
t r a n s c e n d e n t  o f  a l l  b e i n g .  G o d  i s  d i s t i n g u i s h e d  f r o m  a l l
b e i n g s .  H e  d o e s  n o t  e x i s t .  H e  i s  B e i n g - i t s e l f  o r
T r a n s c e n d e n c e .  A g a i n ,  n o t  u n l i k e  S a r t r e ,  T i l l i c h  s p e a k s  o f
m a n  a s  s e l f - t r a n s e e n d e n t ,  a s  b e i n g  a b l e  t o  s u r v e y  h i m s e l f  f r o m
( 6 4 )
o u t s i d e  h i m s e l f ;  a n d  J a s p e r s  c o n c e i v e s  o f  E x i s t e n z  a s  a
m o d e  o f  s e l f - t r a n s c e n d e n c e ,  a n d  h i s  p o s i t i o n  m a y  e v e n  b e
i n t e r p r e t e d  i n  s u c h  a  w a y  a s  t o  p r e s e n t  m a n ’ s  s e I f - 1 r a n s c e n d -
( 6 5 )
e n c e  a s  a n  a n a l o g y  o f  G o d ’ s  t r a n s c e n d e n c e *  I n  t h e  s a m e  v e i n ,  
i t  m i g h t  b e  a r g u e d  t h a t  M a s c a l l  s i m p l y  n e g a t e s  m a n ’ s  f i n i t u d e  
i n  o r d e r  t o  a r r i v e  a t  t h e  n o t i o n  o f  t r a n s c e n d e n c e  w h i c h  h e  
t h e n  a p p l i e s  t o  G o d .
H o w e v e r ,  t h e  f a c t  t h a t  T i l l i c h ,  J a s p e r s  a n d  M a s c a l l  
e x p r e s s  t h e i r  n o t i o n s  o f  G o d ’ s  t r a n s c e n d e n c e  i n  t e r m s  a k i n  
t o  h u m a n  a n d  c o s m i c  p r o c e s s e s  o f  t r a n s c e n d e n c e  d o e s  n o t  
n e c e s s a r i l y  m e a n  t h a t  t h e y  b e g i n  w i t h  h u m a n  s e l f - t r a n s c e n d e n c e  
a n d  t h e n  a p p l y  t h i s  n o t i o n  t o  G o d ;  a n d  n o t w i t h s t a n d i n g  t h e  
s i m i l a r i t i e s  o f  t h e  n o t i o n  o f  G o d ’ s  t r a n s c e n d e n c e  t o  t h e  
n o t i o n  o f  s e l f - t r a n s c e n d e n c e  o r  w o r l d - t r a n s c e n d e n c e ,  i t  a p p e a r s  
( S 3 )  S e e  a b o v e ,  p . 1 5 1 ,
( 6 4 )  T i l l i c h ,  S y s t e m a t i c  T h e o l o g y ,  I ,  p p . S l l f ,
( 6 5 )  S e e  a b o v e ,  p p . l 2 9 f .
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t o  u s  t h a t  n o n e  o f  t h e  t h r e e  s i m p l y  a p p l i e s  h i s  i d e a s  o f  
8 e l f " t r a n s c e n d e n c e  t o  G o d .  F o r  M a s c a l l , f i n i t u d e  p o i n t s  t o  
G o d  n o t  o n l y  a s  i t s  n e g a t i o n  h u t  a s  i t s  c r e a t o r ;  a c c o r d i n g  
t o  T i l l i c h -  o n e  h a s  a n  i m m e d i a t e  a w a r e n e s s  o f  t h e  U n c o n d i t i o n a l -  
o f  B e i n g - i t s e l f ; a n d  a c c o r d i n g  t o  J a s p e r s ,  i t  i s  a  v e n t u r e  
o f  f a i t h  t h a t  a f f i r m s  T r a n s c e n d e n c e .  I n  a l l  t h e s e  r e s p e c t s  
t h e  t r a n s c e n d e n c e  o f  G o d  i s  n o t  d e r i v e d  f r o m  t h e  n o t i o n  o f  
s e l f ' - t r a n s c e n d e n c e ;  r a t h e r ,  i t  i s  t h e  r e s u l t  o f  a  f a i t h f u l  
r e c o g n i t i o n ,  a p p r e h e n s i o n  o r  v e n t u r e .
H o w e v e r ,  a l l  t h r e e  n o t i o n s  o f  G o d ’ s  t r a n s c e n d e n c e  a r e  
e x p r e s s e d  i n  a n a l o g i c a l  t e r m s  w h o s e  p r i m e  a n a l o g a t e s  a r e  e a c h  
t h i n k e r ’ s  n o t i o n  o f  s e l f - t r a n s c e n d e n c e .  M a s c a l l ’ s  i d e a  o f  
c o s m o l o g i c a l  s e l f - t r a n s c e n d e n c e  i s  t h e  v e h i c l e  f o r  a s s e r t i n g  
G o d ’ s  t r a n s c e n d e n c e  o f  t h e  c o s m o s  a s  i t s  c r e a t o r  a n d  a s  i t s  
s e l f - e x i s t e n t  c a u s e .  T i l l i c h ’ s  o n t o l o g i c a l  a p p r o a c h  w h i c h  
e x p r e s s e s  m a n ’ s  t r a n s c e n d e n c e  o f  h i s  f i n i t u d e ,  i . e *  w h i c h  e x ­
p r e s s e s  m a n ’ s  p a r t i c i p a t i o n  i n  b e i n g  a s  w e l l  a s  i n  n o n - b e i n g ,  
p r o v i d e s  t h e  o n t o l o g i c a l  v e h i c l e  o f  ’ B e i n g - i t s e l f ’ f o r  e x p r e s s ­
i n g  G o d ’ s  t r a n s c e n d e n c e  o f  a l l  b e i n g s .  S o  t o o ,  J a s p e r s ’ 
e x i s t e n t i a l i s t ,  a n a l y s e s  o f  E x i s t e n z  a f f o r d s  h i m  t h e  v e h i c l e  
b y  w h i c h  h i s  n o t i o n  o f  T r a n s c e n d e n c e ;  f o r  j u s t  a s  m a n ,  a s  
E x i s t e n z , t r a n s c e n d s  h i s  w o r l d ,  s o  G o d ,  a c c o r d i n g  t o  J a s p e r s ’ 
p r e s e n t a t i o n ,  t r a n s c e n d s  t h e  w o r l d ,  m a n  a n d  E x i s t e n t  e n .
O t t o  m a k e s  i t  a b u n d a n t l y  c l e a r  t h a t  h i s  a p p r o a c h  t o  t h e  
t r a n s c e n d e n c e  o f  G o d  r e s t s  u p o n  t h e  i m m e d i a t e  e x p e r i e n c e  o f
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G o d  a s  ’ w h o l l y  o t h e r ’ r a t h e r  t h a n  u p o n  t h e  t r a n s f e r e n c e  t o  
G o d  o f  t h e  n o t i o n  o f  h u m a n  s e l f - t r a n s c e n d e n c e .  B e c a u s e  o f  
t h i s  O t t o  i s  a b l e  t o  d o  n o  m o r e  t h a n  s p e a k  o f  t h e  n o t i o n  o f  
G o d ’ s  t r a n s c e n d e n c e  ’ s c h e m a t i c a l l y ’ i n  s u c h  t e r m s  a s  
’ m y s t e r i o u s  ’ .  F u r t h e r m o r e , e v e n  t h o u g h  O t t o  a l l o w s  t e r m s
l i k e  ’ m y s t e r i o u s ’ t o  b e  ’ i d e o g r a m s ’ o f  t h e  t r a n s c e n d e n t  G o d ,  
h e  i s  i n s i s t e n t  t h a t  t h e y  a r e  n o t  s i m p l y  h u m a n  i d e a s  a n d  
n o t i o n s  r a i s e d  t o  t h e i r  h i g h e s t  a n d  a p p l i e d  t o  G o d .  O n  t h e  
c o n t r a r y ,  t h e  h u m i n o u s  a w a r e n e s s  p o i n t s  o u t  t h a t  a  t e r m  l i k e  
’ m y s t e r i o u s ’ o n l y  ’ h i n t s  a t ’ t h e  t r a n s c e n d e n t  n a t u r e  o f  
G o d  w h i c h  i s  a p p r e h e n d e d  b u t  n o t  c o m p r e h e n d e d  i n  t h e  a w a r e ­
n e s s  o f  t h e  N u m i n o u s .
S i m i l a r l y ,  B u b e r  a r r i v e s  a t  t h e  n o t i o n  o f  t r a n s c e n d e n c e  
a s  a  r e s u l t  o f  h i s  e n c o u n t e r  w i t h  G o d .  S o m e  n o t i o n  o f  s e l f -  
t r a n s c e n d e n c e  i s  n o t  t r a n s f e r r e d  t o  t h e  E t e r n a l  T h o u ;  b u t  
t h e  e n c o u n t e r  i t s e l f  i s  a n  e n c o u n t e r  w i t h  a  t r a n s c e n d e n t  G o d .  
A g a i n ,  i t  i s  t r u e  t h a t  B u b e r  e x p r e s s e s  G o d ’ s  t r a n s c e n d e n c e  
i n  t e r m s  s i m i l a r  t o  t h o s e  o f  s e l f - t r a n s c e n d e n c e ,  i . e .  j u s t  a s  
a  h u m a n  ’ t h o u ’ t r a n s c e n d s  a n y  ’ i t ’ n a t u r e , ,  s o  G o d ,  a s  
e t e r n a l l y  T h o u ,  i s  e t e r n a l l y  t r a n s c e n d e n t  a s  t h e  u n k n o w n ,  u n ­
p o s s e s s e d  a n d  u n h a n d l e d  G o d ;  b u t  a g a i n  w e  w o u l d  j u d g e  t h a t  
t h i s  i s  n o t  a  c a s e  o f  a c c r e d i t i n g  t o  G o d  s o m e  n o t i o n  o f  h u m a n  
s e l f " t r a n s c e n d e n c e ,  b u t  a  m a t t e r  o f  e x p r e s s i n g  G o d ’ s  
a p p r e h e n d e d  t r a n s c e n d e n c e  i n  t e r m s  o f  h u m a n  s e l f - t r a n s c e n d e n c e ,
F r o m  o n e  p o i n t  o f  v i e w  i t  m i g h t  a p p e a r  t h a t  H e i m ’ s  i d e a
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o f  G o d ’ s  t r a n s c e n d e n c e  i s  s i m p l y  t h e  n e g a t i o n  o f  a n  
e s s e n t i a l  e l e m e n t  o f  f i n i t u d e ,  v i z *  m u t u a l  d e p e n d e n c e *
I n d e e d ,  i t  m i g h t  a p p e a r  t h a t  H e i m ’ s  n o t i o n  o f  s u p r a p o l a r  
s p a c e  i s  s i m p l y  t h e  n e g a t i o n  o f  p o l a r  s p a c e .  H o w e v e r ,  i t  
d o e s  n o t  f o l l o w  f r o m  t h i s  t h a t  H e i m  a t t a i n s  h i s  n o t i o n  o f  
t r a n s c e n d e n c e  f r o m  t h e  h u m a n  r e a l m  a n d  t h e n  a p p l i e s  i t  t o  G o d .  
O n  t h e  c o n t r a r y ,  i t  a p p e a r s  t h a t  H e i m  t a l é e s  h i s  d o c t r i n e  o f  
GfOd’ s  t r a n s c e n d e n c e  f r o m  a n  a f f i r m a t i o n  o f  f a i t h  a n d  t h e n  
s e e k s  t o  e x p r e s s  i t  i n  m e a n i n g f u l  c o n c e p t s .  T h u s ,  H e i m  
m o r e  s o  t h a n  a l l  o u r  o t h e r  s e l e c t e d  t h i n k e r s  i s  f r e e  f r o m  
t h e  c h a r g e  o f  a p p l y i n g  t o  G o d  t h e  n o t i o n  o f  h u m a n  t r a n s c e n d ­
e n c e ,  i . e .  o f  a p p l y i n g  t o  G o d  t h e  n e g a t i o n  o f  h u m a n  f i n i t u d e  
o r  m u t u a l  d e p e n d e n c e .  A t  t h e  s a m e  t i m e ,  i t  w i l l  b e  s e e n  
t h a t  H e i m  d o e s  e m p l o y  t e r m s  w h i c h  a m o u n t  t o  a  n e g a t i o n  o f  
h u m a n  f i n i t u d e  t o  e x p r e s s  G o d ’ s  t r a n s c e n d e n c e ,  b u t ,  a g a i n ,  
t h i s  i s  a  m a t t e r  o f  e x p r e s s i o n  r a t h e r  t h a n  o f  d e r i v a t i o n *  
T h u s ,  i n  r e g a r d  t o  a l l  o f  o u r  s e l e c t e d  t h e o l o g i a n s  a n d  
p h i l o s o p h e r s  ( a g a i n  e x c e p t i n g  S a r t r e ) ,  w e  c o n c l u d e  t h a t  t h e  
n o t i o n s  o f  G o d ’ s  t r a n s c e n d e n c e  a r e  n o t  s i m p l y  t h o s e  o f  h u m a n  
s e l f " t r a n s c e n d e n c e  a l t h o u g h  e a c h  m a n ’ s  e x p r e s s i o n  o f  G o d ’ s  
t r a n s c e n d e n c e  m a k e s  u s e  o f  h i s  t r e a t m e n t  o f  h u m a n  s e l f -  
t r a n s c e n d e n c e  o r  w o r l d - t r a n s c e n d e n c e *
W h i l e  w e  m a y  a c c e p t  t h e  a i m s  a n d  e x p r e s s i o n s  o f  t h e  
d o c t r i n e  o f  G o d ’ s  t r a n s c e n d e n c e  w h i c h  w e  h a v e  e x a m i n e d ,  w e  
m u s t  a l s o  s e e  t h a t  t h e y  p o s e  m a n y  d i f f i c u l t  q u e s t i o n s ,  a n d
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w e  m u s t  n o w  c o n s i d e r  s o m e  o f  t h e s e  w h i c h  h a v e  a r i s e n  i n  o u r  
i n v e s t i g a t i o n .  I s  o n e  c o r r e c t  i n  s a y i n g  t h a t  G o d  i s  b e i n g -  
i t s e l f  r a t h e r  t h a n  a  b e i n g ?  I s  b e i n g - i t s e l f  s i m p l y  a n  
a b s t r a c t i o n ?  I f  a l l  w e  c a n  s a y  o f  G o d  o r  T r a n s c e n d e n c e  o r  t h e  
N u m i n o u s  i s  t h a t  ’ I t  i s ’ , i n  w h a t  w a y  d o e s  G o d  d i f f e r  f r o m  
n o t h i n g n e s s ?  I n d e e d ,  i s  i t  p o s s i b l e  t o  w o r s h i p  s u c h  a  G o d ?
T o  e q u a t e  G o d  w i t h  B e i n g - i t s e l f  d o e s  i n d e e d  s a f e g u a r d  
H i m  f r o m  b e i n g  l o w e r e d  t o  t h e  l e v e l  o f  b e i n g s , b u t  i t  m i g h t  
b e  o b j e c t e d  t h a t  w h a t  w e  e x p e r i e n c e  i s  n o t  T r a n s c e n d e n c e  o r  
B e i n g - i t s e l f .  I n d e e d ,  p h i l o s o p h e r s ,  s u c h  a s  S a r t r e ,  c o n t e n d  
t h a t  t h e r e  a r e  o n l y  i n t e r - w o r l d l y  t r a n s c e n d e n c e s  a n d  w o r l d l y  
b e i n g s .  T o  t h e m  t h e  s t e p  f r o m  b e i n g s  t o  B e i n g - i t s e l f  a s  
t h e i r  g r o u n d ,  o r  f r o m  i n t e r - w o r l d l y  t r a n s c e n d e n c e s  t o  T r a n s c e n d ­
e n c e  t h a t  e n c o m p a s s e s  t h e m ,  i s  a s  u n w a r r a n t e d  a s  t h e  j u m p  f r o m  
f i n i t e  e x i s t e n c e  t o  a  S e l f - e x i s t e n t  G o d  w h o  c r e a t e d  t h e m .
D o e s  n o t  t h i s  n o t i o n  o f  G o d ,  t h e y  a r g u e ,  s i m p l y  c r e a t e  a  n e w  
t e r m i n o l o g y  f o r  t h e  s u p e r n a t u r a l  w o r l d  o f  a  d i s c a r d e d  
W e l t e n s c h a u u n g ?  I n  s o m e  s e n s e  w e  m u s t  a n s w e r  y e s  t o  t h i s  
l a s t  q u e s t i o n ,  s i n c e  t r a n s c e n d e n c e  m u s t  b e  t r a n s c e n d e n t a l ,  
b u t  t h i s  d o e s  n o t  n e c e s s a r i l y  m e a n  t h a t  a  n e w  ’ s u p e r n a t u r a l ’ 
w o r l d  h a s  b e e n  a r r i v e d  a t  b y  a b s t r a c t i o n .  I f  T i l l i c h ,
J a s p e r s ,  O t t o  o r  B u b e r  s i m p l y  s o u g h t  t o  a r g u e  f r o m  t h e  w o r l d  
t o  B e i n g - i t s e l f ,  T r a n s c e n d e n c e ,  t h e  N u m i n o u s  o r  t h e  E x t e r n a l  
T h o u ,  t h e n  t h e i r  p o s i t i o n s  w o u l d  d i f f e r  f r o m  t h o s e  o f  S t .  T h o m a s  
A q u i n a s  a n d  M a s c a l l  o n l y  i n  t h e  s t a r t i n g  p o i n t  f o r  t h e i r
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a r g u m e n t .  H o w e v e r ,  n o  s u c h  c o n s t r u c t i o n  i s  u n d e r t a k e n  h y  
t h e m .  E a c h  o f  t h e s e  m e n  s e e k  t o  e x p r e s s  t h e  n o t i o n  o f  G o d ’ s  
t r a n s c e n d e n c e  i n  t e r m s  o f  ’ b e i n g s ’ , ’ s c h e m a ’ o r  ’ t h o u s ’ f o l l o w ­
i n g  a  f a i t h f u l  a p p r e h e n s i o n  o r  p r e h e n s i o n  o f  G o d ’ s  r e a l i t y .
T h i s  r e a l i t y  i s  i n d e e d  e x p r e s s e d  i n  t e r m s  w h i c h  m a y  a p p e a r  
a s  a b s t r a c t i o n s  f r o m  w o r l d l y  b e i n g s ,  t r a n s c e n d e n c e s  o r  I - T h o u  
r e l a t i o n s ,  b u t  t h e y  a r e  n o t  a r r i v e d  a t  b y  m e n t a l  a b s t r a c t i o n ;  
n o r  a r e  t h e y  s e e n  s i m p l y  a s  a b s t r a c t i o n s  f r o m  c o n c r e t e  
i n s t a n c e s .  T h e y  a r e  ’ k n o w n ’ r e a l i t i e s .
F u r t h e r ,  i t  i s  t h e  a p p r o a c h  b y  w h i c h  t h e s e  m e n  a r r i v e  a t  
t h e  n o t i o n  o f  a  t r a n s c e n d e n t  G o d  t h a t  d i s t i n g u i s h e s  s u c h  a  
G o d  f r o m  n o t h i n g n e s s .  A s  a n  a b s t r a c t i o n  t h e r e  w o u l d  b e  l i t t l e ,  
i f  a n y ,  d i f f e r e n c e  b e t w e e n  G o d  a n d  n o t h i n g n e s s ,  b u t ,  a s  a n  
e n c o u n t e r e d  r e a l i t y ,  t h e r e  i s  s e e n  t o  b e  p o s i t i v e  r e a l i t y  i n  
B e i n g - i t s e l f ,  T r a n s c e n d e n c e ,  t h e  N u m i n o u s  a n d  t h e  E t e r n a l  
T h o u .  H e r e ,  I  t h i n k  w e  m u s t  r e c o g n i z e  a  v a l i d  d i s t i n c t i o n  
b e t w e e n  k n o w i n g  a n d  k n o w i n g  a b o u t .  T h e s e  t w o  k i n d s  o f  k n o w ­
l e d g e  a r e  n o t  m u t u a l l y  e x c l u s i v e  o r  e v e n  i n c o m p a t i b l e ,  b u t  o n e  
m a y  w e l l  ’ I m o w  t h a t  ’ w i t h o u t  ’ k n o w i n g  w h a t ’ .  H e n c e ,  J a s p e r s ,  
O t t o  a n d  B u b e r  s e e  a s  t h e  m o s t  p o s i t i v e  o f  a l l  r e a l i t i e s  t h e
f a c t  t h a t  G o d  i s ,  b u t  a l l  t h r e e  m e n  a r e  u n w i l l i n g  t o  s a y  w h a t  
(66  ;
G o d  i s ,
( 6 6 )  S e e  a b o v e ,  p ^ l l 9 ,
O t t o ,  o p , c i t . ,  p p , 3 0 ; 3 9 ; 1 3 9 *
B u b e r ,  E c l i p s e  o f  G o d ,  p p . 6 2 ; 8 4 .
-416-
H o w e v e r ,  c a n  o n e  w o r s h i p  s u c h  a  G o d  a  G o d  w h o  
s i m p l y  i s ?  I n  s o m e  s e n s e ,  y e s .  O n e  m a y  a d o r e  t h a t  w h i c h  
f a s c i n a t e s  a n d  a b a s h e s  o n e .  O n e  m a y  o b e y  t h a t  w h i c h  s u m m o n s  
a n d  s e n d s  o n e .  O n e  m a y  b e  t h a n k f u l  t o w a r d s  t h a t  w h i c h  
s u p p o r t s  o n e  a s  o n e ’ s  g r o u n d  o f  b e i n g  a n d  m e a n i n g .  B u t ,  c a n  
o n e  l p y , e  B e i n g - i t s e l f ,  T r a n s c e n d e n c e ,  P r e s e n c e  a s  p o w e r  a n d  
o v e r w h e l m i n g  m i g h t  ?  C a n  o n e  l o v e  s u c h  a  t r a n s c e n d e n t  G o d ?
C a n  o n e  e v e r  s a y  o f  s u c h  a  G o d  t h a t  H e  i s  L o v e ?
T h e  p r o p e r  d i r e c t i o n  i s  w h i c h  t o  s e e k  a n  a n s w e r  t o  
t h e s e  q u e s t i o n s  w o u l d  s e e m  t o  b e  a l o n g  t h e  l i n e s  a l r e a d y  
s u g g e s t e d  i n  o u r  c o n s i d e r a t i o n  o f  t h e  L o g o s  d o c t r i n e ,  G o d ’ s  
a c t s  r e v e a l  G o d  n o t  s i m p l y  a s  B e i n g - i t s e l f ,  a s  T r a n s c e n d e n c e ,  
a s  P r e s e n c e  a s  P o w e r ,  b u t  a s  T e m p l e  s u g g e s t s ,  a s  F a t h e r ,  G o d ’ s  
w a y s ,  H i s  s u m m o n s  a n d  s e n d i n g s  a r e  i n d i c a t i v e  o f  H i s  n a t u r e  
o f  l o v e .  G o d ’ s  B e i n g  p r o  n o b i s  i s  c h a r a c t e r i s t i c  o f  H i s  B e i n g  
a  s e .
T h e s e  c o n s i d e r a t i o n s  p o i n t  t o  t h e  i n a d e q u a c y  o f  a n y  
n o t i o n  o f  t r a n s c e n d e n c e  t h a t  f a i l s  t o  a c k n o w l e d g e  t h e  r e a l i t y  
o f  G o d ’ s  o u t - g o i n g  a n d  s e l f - g i v i n g  n a t u r e ,  a n d  i t  w o u l d  a p p e a r  
t o  u s  t h a t  t h e  r e a l i t y  o f  G o d ’ s  a c t i o n  i s  d e n i e d ,  o r  a t  l e a s t  
s o  g r e a t l y  w e a l ^ e n e d  a s  t o  b e  t a n t a m o u n t  t o  b e i n g  d e n i e d ,  w h e n  
s h a r p  d i s t i n c t i o n s  a r e  m a d e  b e t w e e n  G o d ’ s  f a c e  o r  G o d  a  s e  
a n d  G o d ’ s  w a y s  o r  G o d  p r o  n o b i s .  T w o  i m p l i c a t i o n s  a r i s e  o u t
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t h l s  a s s e r t i o n .  F i r s t ,  i f  G o d ' s  B e i n g  p r o  n o b i s  i s  t h o n g h t  
o f  a s  a  ’ s e c o n d  c l a s s ’ m o d e  o f  H i s  B e i n g ,  t h e n  i t  w o u l d  
a p p e a r  t h a t  t h e  m e a n i n g  a n d ,  i n d e e d ,  r e a l i t y  o f  G o d ’ s  
r e v e l a t i o n  i s  d e n i e d #  I f  G o d ’ s  a c t s  a r e  n o t  r e v e l a t o r y  o f  
H i s  e s s e n t i a l  n a t u r e ,  t h e n  i t  w o u l d  a p p e a r  t h a t  s u c h  r e v e  Da­
t i o n  i s  n o t  r e a l l y  a  r e v e l a t i o n  o f  G o d ,  b u t  o n e  t h a t  a p p l i e s  
o n l y  t o  G o d ’ s  a c c o m m o d a t i o n  o f  H i m s e l f  t o  m e n .  S e c o n d l y ,  
a n y  t r e a t m e n t  o f  t r a n s c e n d e n c e  t h a t  f a i l s  t o  a c k n o w l e d g e  t h e  
r e a l i t y  o f  G o d ’ s  a c t i o n  w o u l d  a p p e a r  t o  r e s u l t  i n  s u c h  a  
s t r o n g  a s s e r t i o n  o f  t r a n s c e n d e n c e  a s  t o  b e  o p e n  t o  t h e  
d a n g e r  o f  a f f i r m i n g  a  r e m o t e  G o d ,  H o w ,  i t  i s  t r u e  t h a t  
t h e  d i s t i n c t i o n  b e t w e e n  G o d  a  s e  a n d  G o d  p r o  n o b i s  i s  m a d e  
i n  o r d e r  t o  e x p r e s s  a n d  s a f e g u a r d  G o d ’ s  a c t i o n  i n  t h e  w o r l d ,  
b u t  a n y  d i s t i n c t i o n  t h a t  s h a r p l y  s e p a r a t e s  G o d ’ s  e s s e n t i a l  
n a t u r e  a n d  H i s  ’ m a n w a r d ’ n a t u r e  a c t u a l l y  r e s u l t s  i n  a s s e r t i n g  
t h a t  n o t  G o d ,  H i m s e l f ,  i s  a c t i v e  b u t  o n l y  G o d ’ s  a c c o m m o d a t i n g  
a n d  a d a p t i n g  n a t u r e .  T h u s ,  v d x e n  w e  s a y  t h a t  o u r  a n s w e r  
m u s t  b e  a l o n g  t h e  l i n e s  s u g g e s t e d  b y  t h e  F o u r t h  E v a n g e l i s t ’ s  
L o g o s  d o c t r i n e ,  w e  m e a n  t h a t  i n  G o d ’ s  a c t s  o n e  m a y  s e e  t h e  
a c t i v i t y  a n d  r e v e l a t i o n  o f  G o d  H i m s e l f ,  A l t h o u g h  w e  m a y  
a c c e p t  t h e  d i s t i n c t i o n  b e t w e e n  G o d  a  s e  a n d  G o d  p r o  n o b i s  
i n s o f a r  a s  i t  s e e k s  t o  e x p r e s s  t h e  f a c t s  t h a t  G o d ’ s  B e i n g  
i s  n o t  e x h a u s t e d  b y  H i s  a c t i v i t y  a n d  t h a t  o n e ’ s  k n o w l e d g e  o f  
G o d ’ s  a c t s  i s  n o t  e x h a u s t i v e  o f  H i s  n a t u r e ,  w e  c a n n o t  a c c e p t
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s u c h ,  a  d i s t i n c t i o n  i f  i t  i m p l i e s  t h a t  t h e r e  i s  s o m e  
d i f f e r e n c e  o f  q u a l i t y  b e t w e e n  G o d  a  s e  a n d  G o d  p r o  n o b i s .
A n y  s u c h  s h a r p  d i s t i n c t i o n  m a k e s  G o d ’ s  r e v e l a t i o n  l e s s  t h a n  
a  r e v e l a t i o n  o f  H i s  t r u e  B e i n g  a n d  m a k e s  H i s  a c t i o n  o t h e r  
t h a n  H i s  a c t i o n .
I t  w o u l d  a p p e a r  t o  u s  t h a t  G o d ’ s  a c t s  r e v e a l  G o d  a  s e  
n o  l e s s  t h a n  t h e y  r e v e a l  G o d  p r o  n o b i s .  T h u s ,  a n y  t r e a t -  
m e n t  o f  G o d ’ s  t r a n s c e n d e n c e  i n  o n t o l o g i c a l  t e r m s  m u s t  a l l o w  
f o r  G o d ’ s  a c t i v i t y  i n  p e r s o n a l  t e r m s .  I n  t h i s  s t u d y  w e  
i n v e s t i g a t e d  t h e  d o c t r i n e  o f  G o d  i n  t e r m s  o f  o n t o l o g y  a n d  
c o n c l u d e d  t h a t  t h e  d o c t r i n e  o f  G o d ’ s  t r a n s c e n d e n c e  a s  p e r ­
c e i v e d  b y  f a i t h  m u s t  b e  r e c o g n i z e d  a n d  e x p r e s s e d  a s  a n  
o n t o l o g i c a l  t r a n s c e n d e n c e .  W e  a l s o  i n v e s t i g a t e d  t h e  
d o c t r i n e  o f  G o d  i n  r e g a r d  t o  G o d ’ s  p r e s e n c e  a n d  a c t i v i t y  i n  
t h e  w o r l d ,  i n  r e g a r d  t o  H i s  ’ m e e t i n g ’ m e n  a n d  r e v e a l i n g  
H i m s e l f  t o  t h e m ,  a n d  c o n c l u d e d  t h a t  f a i t h  r e c o g n i z e s  G o d  
H i m s e l f  a s  p r e s e n t  t o  m e n  a n d  a c t i v e  i n  t h e  w o r l d ,  i , e ,  t h a t  
G o d  H i m s e l f  i s  p r o  n o b i s *  T h e s e  t w o  a r e a s  o f  o u r  s t u d y  
p o i n t e d  o u t  t h a t  b o t h  a s p e c t s  o f  D e i t y  m u s t  b e  p r e s e r v e d  b y  
t h e  d o c t r i n e  a n d  e x p r e s s i o n  o f  G o d ’ s  t r a n s c e n d e n c e .
T h u s ,  w e  c o n c l u d e  t h a t  a n y  a d e q u a t e  t r e a t m e n t  o f  
G o d ’ s  t r a n s c e n d e n c e  m u s t  a l l o w  f o r  G o d ’ s  o n t o l o g i c a l  
t r a n s c e n d e n c e ;  a n d  t o  t h i s  e n d ,  e x p r e s s i o n s  s u c h  a s  
’ B e i n g - i t s e l f ’ o r  ’ T r a n s c e n d e n c e ’ a r e  l e g i t i m a t e  a n d  n e c e s ­
s a r y  i n  p r e s e n t i n g  G o d  a s  q u a l i t a t i v e l y  t r a n s c e n d e n t  o f  a l l
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b e i n g s .  A t  t h e  s a m e  t i m e ,  h o w e v e r ,  a n y  a d e q u a t e  t r e a t m e n t  
o f  G o d ’ s  t r a n s c e n d e n c e  m u s t  a l l o w  f o r  t h e  r e a l i t y  o f  G o d ’ s  
o u t - g o i n g  a n d  s e l f - g i v i n g  a c t i o n ,  w h i c h  t h e  C h r i s t i a n  s e e s  
s u p r e m e l y  e x e c u t e d  a n d  r e v e a l e d  i n  t h e  I n c a r n a t i o n  o f  
J e s u s  C h r i s t *
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